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ABSTRACT
Bioprospecting is a multi-billion dollar life-science industry which can benefit from 
the input of indigenous peoples’ natural resources and traditional knowledge. So 
that indigenous peoples can fully participate in decision making on bioprospecting, 
it is necessary to build the capacity and awareness of indigenous communities. In 
2004, information from an international forum, Indigenous Knowledge and 
Bioprospecting, was to be communicated to indigenous communities. To 
understand the likely value and effectiveness of this, I interviewed experts at the 
conference for their views on the bioprospecting knowledge of particular groups of 
indigenous peoples, the importance of communicating information from this event 
to indigenous communities and the likely effectiveness of a particular 
communication tool for this purpose. The experts believed that the indigenous 
peoples considered have either poor or variable knowledge of bioprospecting and it 
was seen as important by all experts to share information from the Indigenous 
Knowledge and Bioprospecting forum to indigenous communities. All experts also 
supported using a DVD documentary about the conference to communicate 
information from the event to indigenous communities.
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Chapter i - introduction
Background to the Study
‘Bioprospecting’ refers to the exploration of nature for valuable new products 
(Artuso, 2002, p. 1355). It is a modem name for one of the oldest and most 
important industries in human history, as people of every culture have always 
prospected their environments for useful resources for food, shelter, medicines and 
environmental and this activity has played a central role in human development. 
Traditionally based on the trial and error search for useful products from land plants 
and animals, bioprospecting methods have undergone dramatic transformation over 
the past few decades and now bear little resemblance to their original form. Today, 
bioprospecting involves the sampling of resources from diverse ecosystems - 
including deep sea, coral reef, desert, arctic and forest environments - and the 
application of advanced technologies to manipulate living organisms and their 
components. The practice is now used primarily to discover useful biochemicals 
and genetic material, and these ‘bioproducts’ contribute to an ever-expanding range 
of life science industries, including the pharmaceutical, biotechnology, seed, crop 
protection, horticulture, botanical medicine, cosmetic and personal care and food 
and beverage sectors (Laird, 2002, p. 243).
The economic contribution of bioproducts to world markets is substantial, exceeding 
US$200 billion in 2002 (Jones, 2002). However, bioprospecting is a high risk, high 
cost enterprise; only one in 10,000 biological samples shows promising activity, and 
the development of a newly discovered bioactive compound into a commercial 
product costs around US$500 million and takes between 10 to 18 years (Laird, 2002, 
p. 249). Since bioprospecting requires the input of considerable financial and 
technological resources, its investors are mostly large companies based in Europe, 
Japan and the United States. Ironically, these industrialised northern nations are 
relatively poor in biological diversity and bioprospectors’ preference for sampling 
areas of high biodiversity leads them to explore environments such as tropical 
rainforests in developing southern nations. Due to these regions also being home to 
the world’s greatest diversity of indigenous cultures, bioprospecting has often been
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carried out within the territories of indigenous peoples, and involved the use of 
indigenous peoples’ natural resources and biodiversity knowledge.
Indigenous peoples’ resources and knowledge have contributed significantly to 
world markets, but their use in bioprospecting has seldom translated into benefits for 
indigenous peoples. Bioprospectors ‘discovering’ valuable resources on indigenous 
lands with the aid of traditional knowledge have typically claimed ownership of both 
the biological material and the information regarding its use, and failed to 
acknowledge or compensate contributing indigenous communities. Such ‘biopiracy’ 
is not new but arguments for its prevention have been voiced increasingly strongly 
in recent times: indigenous peoples have demanded fairness in bioprospecting; 
bioprospectors have realised the importance of ensuring that their research involving 
indigenous communities is more firmly based on ethical principles; and fast species 
extinction rates have prompted conservationists to call for the guardians of 
biodiversity - who are largely indigenous peoples - to be compensated for its non­
destructive use. Combined, these factors have led to the introduction of measures to 
ensure equity for indigenous peoples in bioprospecting.
The most significant of these is the 1992 United Nations Convention on Biological 
Diversity or CBD, which was designed to alleviate the loss of biodiversity on our 
planet and is now ratified by more than 188 countries (Moran, 2000, p. 132). The 
CBD provides a framework for ‘fair and equitable’ bioprospecting by requiring its 
member nations to develop legislation to regulate access to the biodiversity within 
their borders and the fair sharing of benefits from its use. CBD signatories must also 
protect the rights of their indigenous inhabitants over biological resources and 
knowledge by improving or replacing their active intellectual property rights 
legislation. Both types of legislation - access and benefit sharing (ABS) and 
intellectual property rights (IPR) - affect bioprospecting contracts, which are legally 
binding agreements between the users and providers of biodiversity, and arguably 
the most important tool for realising the admirable objectives of the CBD in relation 
to indigenous peoples’ rights in bioprospecting.
Despite its commendable ‘spirit’, however, the CBD has not guaranteed the 
protection of indigenous peoples’ interests in bioprospecting. This is largely
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because indigenous peoples are not full and effective participants in either the 
development of national ABS and IPR legislation, or the negotiation of 
bioprospecting contracts. It is well known that for ABS or IPR legislation to be 
effective, it must be developed with the full involvement of all those who will be 
affected by it, including indigenous peoples. Equally, for bioprospecting contracts 
to yield ‘fair and equitable’ deals for indigenous communities, indigenous peoples 
need to be actively engaged in the negotiation of these agreements. The problem 
then, is that indigenous peoples involved in the development of legislation and the 
negotiation of contracts which affect their rights in bioprospecting are in a position 
of considerable disadvantage compared to their well-resourced Western 
counterparts, who have traditionally dominated these processes. In particular, they 
lack the scientific, legal and commercial knowledge required for informed decision­
making on bioprospecting (Laird, 2002, p. 419).
Building the capacity of indigenous communities to allow them to participate on an 
equal footing with other bioprospecting stakeholders requires raising their awareness 
of bioprospecting issues. This theory has been translated into practice, in the form 
of on-the-ground programs involving the communication of bioprospecting 
information to indigenous communities, on a number of occasions. Such programs 
have been instigated by both bioprospectors, who are obliged to undertake this task 
in order to obtain prior informed consent (PIC) from communities before accessing 
their resources and knowledge, and by governments and other authorities, who have 
worked towards raising community awareness of biodiversity related issues. They 
have employed diverse approaches and tools to communicate bioprospecting and 
biodiversity related information to the target groups, contributed to the ability of 
these communities to make informed decisions on bioprospecting, and provided 
important lessons about undertaking such communications.
However, much is yet to be achieved in terms of both meeting indigenous 
communities’ bioprospecting information needs, and learning how best to 
accomplish this. An opportunity to further our collective knowledge in this field 
arose in the form of an international conference on Indigenous Knowledge and 
Bioprospecting, from which information was communicated to indigenous 
communities. The event, held in Sydney in 2004, was the first forum in Australia
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for indigenous peoples, scientists, and law-makers to consult about bioprospecting 
and indigenous peoples issues and the first of its kind internationally to pitch 
discussions at the community level. It hosted presenters and participants of diverse 
nationalities, cultural backgrounds and disciplines, and conference organisers hoped 
that the dialogue established at the forum would help to identify ‘practical social and 
economic pathways for the development of indigenous communities and the 
potential of their own... knowledge’ (Jones, 2003).
Plans existed to communicate information from the Indigenous Knowledge and 
Bioprospecting forum to different audiences via a range of media and projects, 
including: a book, a research project to translate issues of the conference into 
standard education systems, and the creation of an International Centre of 
Excellence in Indigenous Knowledge and Biodiversity. The most significant of 
these projects specifically for indigenous community audiences was an audio-visual 
documentary about the conference, which would be provided in DVD format to 
groups and communities on request - a plan that was advertised on the conference 
web site. The forum organisers believed that the DVD documentary would benefit 
recipient communities in a number of ways; by raising their awareness of the 
scientific, commercial and spiritual value of their own knowledge, generating 
‘optimism in the capacity of the community level’ to respond to indigenous 
knowledge and bioprospecting issues, and providing education on particular aspects 
of bioprospecting (C. Jones, personal communication, 17 May, 2004).
Rationale for this study
The 2004 international Indigenous Knowledge and Bioprospecting conference 
provided an outstanding and exclusive opportunity to investigate the communication 
of bioprospecting information to indigenous communities, for a number of reasons. 
First, this conference was a potentially valuable source of information for 
indigenous communities because its discussions were relevant to indigenous peoples 
and were to be pitched at the community level, and indigenous representation 
amongst the presenters was high. Second, organisers of the conference planned not 
only to disseminate information from the event, but to produce and distribute 
communications materials specifically designed for indigenous community 
audiences. Finally, the Sydney location of the conference made the event accessible
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to me - an Australian based researcher, and provided an opportunity to access and 
interview international experts on bioprospecting and indigenous peoples issues, 
who were expected to be able to offer meaningful insights into the communication 
of bioprospecting information to indigenous communities.
It was through interviewing experts at the conference that I aimed to gain insights 
into the likely value and effectiveness of efforts to communicate information from 
this event to indigenous communities. The research questions of this sub-thesis 
were therefore:
1) How well informed about bioprospecting are a number of different groups of 
indigenous peoples and what does this suggest about the level of bioprospecting 
awareness that is likely to exist amongst indigenous peoples in general?
2) What is the importance of communicating information from the 2004 Indigenous 
Knowledge and Bioprospecting conference to indigenous communities? and
3) How effective is a DVD documentary about the 2004 conference likely to prove 
as a tool for communicating information from this event to indigenous 
communities?
Overview of this sub-thesis
In this introductory chapter I have provided a background to this study and outlined 
the reasons for undertaking this research. In the next chapter, the literature
surrounding bioprospecting as it relates to indigenous peoples and the 
communication of bioprospecting information to indigenous peoples is reviewed. 
Chapter 3 includes details of the methods used to collect data for this research, and 
the findings of the research are presented in Chapter 4, and discussed in Chapter 5.
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Chapter 2 - review of related literature
Introduction
Bioprospecting is a life science industry based on exploring nature for useful new 
products. It is rapidly evolving, involves extremely diverse activities and 
stakeholders, and is ‘strikingly multidisciplinary and multisectorial’ in nature (Laird, 
2002, p. xxx). An important topic in today’s global forum, bioprospecting is the 
focus of a vast body of literature that encompasses such expansive and contentious 
subject areas as biotechnology and the patenting of life forms, sustainable 
development and capacity-building in developing nations and conservation of the 
world’s remaining biodiversity. A significant proportion of this literature is 
concerned with the use of indigenous peoples’ resources and knowledge in 
bioprospecting, and with the complex array of scientific, technological, ethical, 
economic, social, political, and legal issues that surrounds this practice. This 
chapter does not comprehensively review the literature related to bioprospecting, or 
to bioprospecting as it affects indigenous peoples. Rather, it aims to provide 
familiarity with the current thinking surrounding the communication of 
bioprospecting information to indigenous communities.
Definitions
Bioprospecting
The term ‘biodiversity prospecting’, usually abbreviated to ‘bioprospecting’, was 
first formally defined by Reid et al. (1993, p. 2) as ‘the exploration of biodiversity 
for commercially valuable genetic resources and biochemicals.’ However, no 
standard definition of ‘bioprospecting’ exists, and many interpretations of the word 
are found in the literature. These differ importantly in their explanations of: the 
purpose and products of bioprospecting, the types of resources that bioprospectors 
explore, the stages of product development to which ‘bioprospecting’ refers, and 
whether the practice necessarily involves the use of indigenous knowledge (see Box 
1.0 for further details). Additionally, the terms ‘biodiscovery’ and ‘biopiracy’ are 
sometimes used in the literature as synonyms for ‘bioprospecting’, by authors 
preferring their more positive and negative connotations, respectively.
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Box 1.0 ‘Bioprospecting’ definitions in the literature: points of divergence
Purpose and products o f bioprospecting
According to many authors, the purpose of bioprospecting is to discover 
commercially valuable chemical and genetic resources (see ten Kate, 1995, p. 1; 
Reid et al., 1993, p. 2; Bioprospecting/Biopiracy, 1994). However, other writers 
have identified new drugs (see Hayden, 2003, p. 359; Kumar & Tarui, 2003), 
compounds or chemicals (see Rausser & Small, 2000, p. 2; McGhee, 2003) and 
genetic material as the sole products of bioprospecting. For others still, the practice 
aims to discover a much wider range of ‘useful’ products from nature, which may 
even include foods (Artuso, 2002, p. 1).
Resources explored by bioprospectors
Most commonly, bioprospecting resources have been considered to be living 
organisms belonging to any group - namely plant, animal, fungus or micro-organism 
(Biotechnology and Bioprospecting, 2002) - but alternatively, these have been 
thought to be only plants (Davis, 1998; Kumar & Tarui, 2003; Hayden, 2003, 
p.359), plants and animals (World resources institute, n.d.; United Nations 
Development Programme, 2004), non-human species (Rosenthal, 1997) or species 
which have not previously been studied (Weiss and Eisner, 1998, p. 482). Whilst 
some sources have considered only wild species, forest ecosystems, terrestrial 
environments or the lands of indigenous societies (Davis, 1998) as potential 
bioprospecting resources (ten Kate, 1995, p. 1), the majority of authors have 
regarded ‘the world’s biodiversity’ as open to bioprospecting (World resources 
institute, n.d., IDS Seminar, 2003).
Stages o f product development in bioprospecting
‘Bioprospecting’ has been used, in some instances, to refer only to the initial 
collection of biological material, but the term has more often been considered to 
refer to the entire sequence of processes - from the initial collection of biological 
samples through to marketing - in ‘bioproduct’ development (Standing Committee 
on Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, 2001).
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Indigenous knowledge an essential ingredient?
According to the ‘bioprospecting’ definitions of Pimbert (1997, p. 422), Davis 
(1998) and Hayden (2003, p. 359) the search for indigenous peoples’ knowledge 
about living resources is an essential part of bioprospecting. However, most authors 
have regarded the search for indigenous knowledge to be important but non-essential 
to bioprospecting (Bioprospecting/Biopiracy, 1994).
This study will adopt a broad definition of ‘bioprospecting’; the exploration of 
nature for valuable new products (Artuso, 2002, p. 1).
Indigenous peoples
The literature also contains many, varied definitions of ‘indigenous peoples’. It has 
been suggested by Brush (1996) that a common theme amongst these definitions is 
their identification of indigenous peoples as ‘culturally distinct groups who have a 
minority status within modem nation states and who are politically and 
economically subordinate’. According to Blakeney (1999), the most widely used 
definition of ‘indigenous peoples’ is ‘those people which, having historical 
continuity with pre-invasion and pre-colonial societies that developed on their 
territories, consider themselves distinct from other sectors of the society now 
prevailing in those territories or parts of them’, and this definition is adopted in this 
study.
Terms that have been used in preference to, or interchangeably with, ‘indigenous 
peoples’ in the literature include ‘aboriginals’, ‘native people’, and ‘tribal people’ 
(Brush, 1996). However, ‘indigenous peoples’ is increasingly prevalent in 
bioprospecting studies, and its alternatives are rarely seen in the most recent 
literature.
Indigenous communities
‘Indigenous communities’ have also been defined differently in the literature on a 
number of occasions, although it is generally accepted that indigenous communities 
are characterized by groups of people who are bound together culturally, who have 
been historically differentiated from mainstream populations and who are to a
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degree, self-governing (Blakeney, 1999). This study considers indigenous 
communities to be ‘human groups whose social, cultural and economic conditions 
distinguish them from other sectors of the national community, who are governed 
totally or partially by their own customs or traditions or special legislation, and who, 
regardless of their legal status, conserve their own social, economic, cultural and 
political institutions or parts thereof (Laird, 2002, p. 180).
Indigenous knowledge
Definitions of ‘indigenous knowledge’ abound in the literature. Whilst some are 
‘checklists’ of characteristics of indigenous knowledge (Davis, 1998; Jones, 2002; 
Emery, 2002) an example of a more succinct definition of indigenous knowledge is 
‘a cumulative body of knowledge, practices and beliefs, evolving by adaptive 
process and handed down through generations by cultural transmission, about the 
relationship between living beings (including humans) with one another and with 
their environment’ (Takako, n.d.) and this definition is adopted in this study.
‘Cultural knowledge’, ‘local knowledge’, ‘folk knowledge’ and ‘folklore’ have also 
been used in the literature to refer to the intellectual property of indigenous peoples 
(Blakeney, 1999), but these have all been criticized by some as being too narrow or 
implying inferiority. In contrast, the very broad term ‘indigenous knowledge 
system’ has been used by other authors (see Posey, 1997). ‘Traditional knowledge’, 
despite objections that it implies something simple, savage and static, is the term 
most commonly used in addition to ‘indigenous knowledge’ in contemporary 
discourse (Takako, n.d.).
Since both ‘indigenous knowledge’ and ‘traditional knowledge’ are broad terms 
embracing all aspects of cultural heritage, many authors in the bioprospecting field 
refer to the type of indigenous knowledge that is directly relevant to bioprospectors. 
The terms ‘indigenous biodiversity knowledge’, ‘traditional environmental 
knowledge’ and ‘traditional ecological knowledge’ (Jones, 2002; Laird 2002, p. 184) 
have been used for this purpose. ‘Ethnobotanical knowledge’ and ‘ethnobiological 
knowledge’ also relate to indigenous knowledge in a bioprospecting context; they 
are used to refer to indigenous botanical and biological knowledge respectively.
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Bioprospecting: an overview
The following background information on bioprospecting is well accepted in the 
literature:
• Humans have prospected nature for food, medicines, shelter, and 
environmental services since the dawn of civilization (Biotechnology and 
Bioprospecting, 2002; Hunter and Jones, 2003; Artuso, 2002, p. 1), and 
bioprospecting has traditionally involved the trial and error search for plants 
and animals with useful properties.
• Bioprospecting methods underwent dramatic transformation in the late 
twentieth century due to the biotechnology revolution, and bioprospecting 
became based on the use of advanced technologies to develop new 
pharmaceuticals, agricultural and horticultural products, flavourings, 
fragrances and industrial enzymes from living resources.
• Today bioprospecting is largely conducted by life science companies based 
in Europe, the United States and Japan, where scientific and technological 
capacity in the biosciences is centered. Research institutes, universities, 
botanic gardens and other such organizations are also significant 
bioprospectors (ten Kate and Laird, 1999; Christie, 1998).
• Bioprospecting is a high-risk, high-cost enterprise; the chance that a 
randomly selected biological sample will become an ingredient in a final 
product is about one in four million (Wiess & Eisner, 1998, p. 486), whilst 
developing a new bioproduct costs between US$230 million and US$600 
million (Laird, 2002, p. 249; Biotechnology and Bioprospecting, 2002) and 
takes between 12 to 18 years (Laird, 2002, p. 249; Special Panel, as cited by 
Day-Rubenstein & Frisvold, 2001, p. 217).
• Bioprospecting for new chemical compounds is problematic, slow and costly 
compared with modem methods of chemical synthesis, but natural chemicals 
are unrivalled in diversity and complexity due to years of refinement through 
evolution, hence the continued importance of their discovery.
• Successful bioprospecting can yield substantial financial rewards; in 2002 
the sales of natural products exceeded US$200 billion (Jones, 2002), and 
drugs derived from nature alone account for 25-50 percent of the 
pharmaceutical industry’s US$300 billion annual sales (Laird, 2002, p. 247).
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Bioprospecting is an integral part of most life science companies’ operations 
and is expected to increase in importance in the foreseeable future (Laird, 
2002, p. 249).
Bioprospecting and indigenous peoples: a review of selected sectors 
Bioprospecting, biodiversity and indigenous peoples
Bioprospecting and indigenous peoples unite as the focus of a wealth of studies, 
virtually every one of which includes some explanation for why relations between 
bioprospecting and indigenous peoples exist at all. These explanations are based on 
the logic that bioprospectors, in seeking to maximize their chances of success, often 
explore biologically rich areas of the world, which tend to be inhabited by 
indigenous peoples. Authors agree that significant overlaps exist between areas rich 
in biodiversity and the territories of Indigenous peoples, although they have adopted 
different approaches to describing and demonstrating this relationship. Most simply, 
Posey (1997) and Pimbert (1997, p. 417), observed that high biodiversity areas are 
inhabited by indigenous peoples, whilst Davis (1998), Moran (1997) and Hunter and 
Jones (2003) described the same pattern by referring to an ‘inextricable’ link 
between biodiversity and cultural diversity.
In other instances, authors have not only commented that such ‘remarkable’ overlaps 
of biodiversity and cultural diversity exist, but described where these occur. ‘The 
tropics and sub-tropics of Africa, Asia, Latin America and Australia’ (Christie, 
1998), ‘developing tropical countries’ (Laird, 2002, p. 7) and ‘economically unstable 
regions’ (Wise, 2002) have all been identified as places where high biodiversity and 
indigenous peoples coincide, whilst in the most specific accounts of where these 
areas lie, individual countries have been listed as the world’s ‘biocultural centres’, 
with Indonesia, India, Australia, Mexico, Zaire and Brazil being generally accepted 
as the top six (Moran, 1997; Toledo, 2001; Takako, n.d.). Despite slightly differing 
ideas about the location of biocultural ‘hotspots’, overlaps between rich biodiversity 
indigenous peoples’ territories - along with bioprospectors’ preference for exploring 
rich biodiversity - are universally championed as the reason why relations exist 
between bioprospectors and indigenous peoples.
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However, there is another well accepted reason why bioprospectors explore 
indigenous peoples’ territories: they value indigenous peoples’ knowledge of 
biodiversity. Indigenous peoples have accumulated biodiversity knowledge over 
millennia of living closely with nature, but it is only recently that this knowledge has 
come to the attention of Western science. Now, bioprospectors are reportedly 
‘waking up to’ the extent and complexity of indigenous biodiversity knowledge - 
which has been labeled ‘immense’, ‘rich’, ‘complex’, ‘detailed’, ‘in-depth’, 
‘intricate’ and ‘specialised’ - and to the fact that it far exceeds western biodiversity 
knowledge (Christie, 1998; Bussman, 2003). These realizations have resulted in the 
proliferation of literature about every aspect of indigenous biodiversity knowledge, 
including its forms of expression (Davis, 1997), place within indigenous cultural 
systems (Davis, 1998), comparability with western scientific knowledge (Emery, 
2002; Gupta, 2001), worldwide decline (Moran 1997, Cox, 1997) and use in 
bioprospecting.
It is understood in the literature that indigenous knowledge may be used in 
bioprospecting to assist in the identification of potentially useful species prior to 
their initial screening, or by guiding testing in other ways (Laird, 2002, p. 270). 
Some writers have described the particular information sought from indigenous 
knowledge by bioprospectors; that concerning the methods for preservation, 
processing and application of species, according to Posey (1997). Elizabetsky (as 
cited in Moran, King and Carlson, 2001, p. 4) described the information that may be 
obtained from indigenous knowledge about how to transform a plant into a 
medicine;4...the correct species, its location, the proper time of collection (some 
plants are poisonous in certain seasons), the solvent to use (cold, warm or boiling 
water; alcohol, addition of salt etc.), the way to prepare it (time and conditions to be 
left in the solvent), and finally, posology (route of administration, dosage).’
Bioprospectors’ methods of collecting indigenous knowledge have also been 
addressed in the literature; in the field, they may interview and observe the work of 
indigenous healers (Kumar, 2003; Fenwick, 1998) but more often, they source it 
primarily from databases (Bussmann, 2003; Laird, 2002, p. 271; Hunter and Jones, 
2003). Interestingly, there is no consensus on how frequently such collection 
occurs; it has been said that indigenous knowledge is used in bioprospecting ‘in
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some cases’ (Swiderska, 2001), ‘frequently’ (Takeshita, 2000, p. 555) and by only ‘a 
small number of bioprospecting research expeditions’ (Moran et al., 2001, p. 2), 
although authors generally agree on the benefits associated with its input. These 
reportedly include improved efficiency, effectiveness and considerably reduced 
costs of bioprospecting operations (Fenwick, 1998; Moran et al., 2001, p. 4; Posey, 
1997) and some authors have calculated that bioprospecting success rates may be 
increased by up to 5, 000 times by the use of indigenous knowledge (Weis and 
Eisner, 1998, p. 1; Bioprospecting/Biopiracy, 1994).
The importance of indigenous knowledge in bioprospecting has also been 
demonstrated by its contribution to various global industries and markets, 
particularly the pharmaceutical market. It has frequently been stated that around 75 
percent of pharmaceutical drugs worldwide have been developed with the aid of 
indigenous knowledge (Jones, 2002; Nijar, 1997; Farnsworth, 1988) although the 
economic value of these products is ambiguous; some authors have referred to a 
study conducted by Farnsworth (1998) in which it was estimated that indigenous 
knowledge contributes to around three quarters of US$43 billion, others have quoted 
the US$43 billion figure as being entirely accounted for by indigenous knowledge 
(Brush, 1996; Nijar, 1997), and Posey (1997) discredited Farnsworth’s original 
figure as unreliable. Aside from its contribution to the pharmaceutical industry, 
indigenous knowledge is known to be used in alternative medicine systems by up to 
50 percent of people in industrialized countries (Hunter and Jones, 2003) and is 
estimated to be depended upon for the primary health care of 80 percent of the 
population of developing nations (Moran, 1997). Thus, regardless of how it is 
measured, the contribution of indigenous knowledge to the world is considerable.
Inequity in bioprospecting relationships
It is understood by every author in this field that indigenous peoples have seldom 
been acknowledged or compensated for their contributions to bioprospecting. The 
‘theft’, ‘appropriation’, or ‘biopiracy’ of indigenous resources and knowledge has 
been described as ‘an ancient part of the [bioprospecting] industry’ (Hunter and 
Jones, 2003), and centuries-old examples of this activity have been cited (Erdos, 
1998; Hunter and Jones, 2003). McGhee (2003) claimed that there has been ‘little 
regard and no sharing of profits’ historically associated with the use of indigenous
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peoples’ resources and knowledge, and the proportion of profits from sales of 
products embodying indigenous resources and knowledge that has been returned to 
indigenous peoples has been estimated to be less than 0.001 percent (Posey, as cited 
by Pimbert, 1997, p. 422). It all amounts to what Weis and Eisner (1998, p. 483) 
have referred to as ‘a dismal history of theft and biopiracy’, which according to 
these authors, now ‘sets the tone of discussions’ on sharing the benefits of 
bioprospecting with indigenous peoples.
Aside from issues of compensation, it is also widely recognised that indigenous 
peoples lack rights over their biodiversity knowledge, which has allowed 
bioprospectors to claim ownership of traditional knowledge relating to particular 
species by patenting it (Dutfield, 2000). Whilst Moran et al. (2001, p. 4) explained 
that this practice is often wrongly believed to infringe upon the performance of 
indigenous cultural practices, other ways in which indigenous peoples suffer 
unfairness under current intellectual property rights (IPR) systems are broadly 
accepted by authors. These include indigenous peoples’ loss of control over the use 
of their knowledge once it falls into bioprospectors’ hands (Posey, 1997; Takeshita, 
2000, p. 559), their lack the power to influence dominant IPR regimes in their favour 
or ensure that their own custom-based IPR systems are observed by others (Dutfield, 
2000), and their being forced to witness the reduction of their rich cultural 
knowledge to ‘a scientific commodity’, which may be ascribed an arbitrary 
monetary worth that bears no relation to its ‘immeasurable cultural value’ 
(Takeshita, 2000, p. 559).
Reasons to address inequity in bioprospecting relationships
A number of important reasons to address inequity in bioprospecting have been 
identified by writers in this field. First, indigenous peoples have rightfully 
demanded fairness in bioprospecting in numerous international statements and 
declarations (Laird, 2002, p. xxvii). Second, bioprospectors’ are morally and 
ethically obliged to ‘give back’ to indigenous communities in return for the use of 
their valuable resources and knowledge (King, Carlson and Moran, 1996). Third, 
providing fair compensation to indigenous peoples for the non-destructive use of 
their local resources could encourage biodiversity conservation and help to preserve 
the developing world’s rich natural resources (Moran et al., 2001, p. 5; Brush, 1996;
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Fenwick, 1998, p. 402). Similarly, compensating indigenous peoples for the use of 
their traditional knowledge would help to internationally validate this ‘highly 
valuable human cultural resource’ and ensure its continued survival (Laird, 1993; 
Moran et al., 2001, p. 5; King et ah, 1996, p. 167).
Whilst indigenous peoples’ lack of rights over their knowledge is also viewed by 
authors as a state of affairs that needs remedying, few clear reasons why have been 
offered in the literature. Dutfield (2000) suggested this is due to authors taking for 
granted ‘that the protection of traditional knowledge is so important as to require no 
justification’ and, given the amount of scholarship that surrounds all other aspects of 
indigenous knowledge as it relates to bioprospecting, this is probably a fair 
assessment.
Measures to address inequity in bioprospecting relationships 
There are a number of international, national and other processes in play to address 
inequity in bioprospecting relationships, and these have commonly been discussed 
in the literature. Laird (2002, p. xxiii) explained that international treaties affecting 
bioprospecting relationships include the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), 
the Draft Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples and the International 
Labour Organisation Convention 169 (ILO 169). National measures include the 
development of access and benefit sharing (ABS) and intellectual property rights 
(IPR) legislation, and amongst the others are institutional policies, contracts, codes 
of ethics and research guidelines (Laird, 2002, p. xxiii). Whilst each of these 
measures has been the subject of much discourse, it is beyond the scope of this 
review to consider all the literature surrounding these topics. Understanding the 
later sections of this review requires familiarity with only a minimal amount of 
information about the CBD, national ABS and IPR laws, and bioprospecting 
contracts. Thus, what follows are some key, well accepted points on each. 
Convention on Biological Diversity
The CBD is an international agreement now ratified by more than 
188 countries, which encourages sustainable use of the earth’s 
biodiversity and the equitable sharing of benefits arising from its use. 
It provides a framework for ‘fair and equitable’ bioprospecting by 
requiring its member nations to develop national ABS legislation, and
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it promotes protection of indigenous peoples’ rights over their 
resources and knowledge by requiring member countries to improve 
existing IPR systems or replace them with an entirely different fonn 
of protective legislation.
Access and benefit sharing legislation
Signatory countries of the CBD must regulate access to the 
biodiversity within their boundaries and ensure the fair sharing of 
benefits arising from its use by developing national ABS legislation. 
Traditional knowledge legislation
Signatory countries of the CBD must ensure protection of the rights 
of indigenous peoples over their resources and knowledge by 
modifying existing intellectual property rights regimes or developing 
new legislation of a different type.
Bioprospecting contracts
Bioprospecting contracts are entered into by the users and providers 
of biodiversity. They are legally binding agreements consisting of 
terms which are mutually agreed upon by the collaborating parties, 
regarding access to biodiversity and the fair sharing of benefits 
arising from its use.
Indigenous peoples' participation
Whilst the CBD has been widely commended for promoting fair benefit sharing and 
the protection of indigenous knowledge, authors have pointed out that it remains 
ineffective until nations have developed and successfully implemented ABS and IPR 
legislation. This requires the full participation of all those who will be affected by it, 
including indigenous communities (Swiderska, 2001; Greer & Harvey, 2004, p. 4; 
Sharing the Benefits, 2003). According to Dutfield (2000), the involvement of 
indigenous peoples in the development of new legislation in the past has been ‘very 
rare indeed’, but strong arguments for this trend to be reversed now exist. 
Indigenous peoples have demanded the right to participate in all decisions affecting 
them (Laird, 2002, p. 228), the 2000 Fifth Conference of the Parties recognised the 
‘fundamental importance of ensuring the full and effective participation of 
indigenous and local communities’ in the development of ABS and IPR legislation, 
and Convention 169 of the International Labor Organization requires countries to
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consult with indigenous peoples ‘whenever consideration is being given to 
legislation or administrative measures which might affect them directly’ (Swiderska, 
2001).
Such measures include bioprospecting contracts, which are known to ‘govern the 
nitty gritty’ of bioprospecting arrangements, and which are expected to become the 
primary means for indigenous peoples to control access to, and secure benefits from, 
their resources (Laird, 2002, p. 219; Davis, 1998; Rosenthal, 1997). Bioprospecting 
contracts, in theory, offer mutually beneficial results for biodiversity users and 
providers, and are developed via negotiations involving the full and effective 
participation of all stakeholders (Borraz, n.d.). However, no secret surrounds the 
fact that ‘the negotiation of [bioprospecting] agreements does not 
favour...indigenous and local communities as much as bioprospectors’ (Laird, 2002, 
p. 419), and indigenous peoples have described their position in such negotiations as 
‘extremely weak’ (Borraz, n.d.). Whilst the imbalance between bioprospectors and 
indigenous peoples in negotiations has been attributed to differences in each sides’ 
financial, technical and human resources, negotiation expertise and languages 
(Pimbert, 1997, p. 418; Erdos, 1998; Swiderska, 2001), it is also largely a result of 
‘gross imbalances in [their] legal, commercial and scientific knowledge’ (Laird, 
2002, p. 419).
Information for capacity-building of indigenous communities 
It has been observed by Swiderska (2001) that ‘particular efforts are often required 
to build the capacity of indigenous and local communities to participate effectively 
and on equal footing as those [bioprospecting] stakeholders with better access to 
information’ and she has been one of many authors to remark that such capacity 
building must involve raising the awareness of indigenous communities about 
bioprospecting (see Sharing the Benefits, 2003; Janke, 1998; Greer & Harvey, 
2004). Borraz (n.d.) reported that indigenous peoples have requested greater sharing 
of information related to biodiversity and traditional knowledge use, to ‘allow them 
to make more informed decisions’ on these matters, and Weis and Eisner (1998, p. 
494) stressed that providing indigenous communities with a basic understanding of 
both the issues and practical considerations surrounding bioprospecting will allow 
them to ‘defend their own interests on the basis of their own sophisticated technical
17
understanding’ and is ultimately ‘the best way to assure equitable treatment for 
indigenous peoples [in bioprospecting relationships]’.
To date, bioprospecting related information has generally been communicated to 
indigenous communities as part of either: bioprospectors’ efforts to obtain prior 
informed consent (PIC) from them before accessing their resources and knowledge; 
or biodiversity awareness-raising programs run by governments or organisations 
(see Rosenthal 2003; Hayden, 2003, p. 360). The former type of project involves 
bioprospectors fully explaining their planned research - including the reasons for it 
and the procedures and potential risks involved (Laird, 2002, p. 190) - to 
communities, whilst the latter involves the transfer of more general information 
about biodiversity and its potential uses to communities. Combined, these initiatives 
have used diverse approaches, methods and tools to share information with a number 
of communities, improved the ability of these groups to make informed decisions on 
bioprospecting, and contributed important lessons on communicating bioprospecting 
and biodiversity information to indigenous communities.
However, much is yet to be accomplished and learned in this area. Before plans to 
build upon the biodiversity knowledge of indigenous communities are further 
developed, it is important to understand what level of bioprospecting awareness 
already exists in this target audience, and assessments of communities’ 
bioprospecting knowledge are required on an on-going basis due to the rapidly- 
changing nature of bioprospecting technologies and legislation. Equally, the 
development of appropriate bioprospecting communications programs will require 
an understanding of the particular types of information that are likely to prove 
valuable to indigenous communities, and investigations into the usefulness and 
effectiveness of new media and tools for sharing bioprospecting information with 
indigenous communities are required to keep pace with developments in 
communications in today’s information society.
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A unique opportunity for investigation
It was with the knowledge that improvements in our collective knowledge on such 
aspects of communicating bioprospecting information to indigenous communities 
are much needed that I seized upon a relevant and accessible international 
conference involving the communication of bioprospecting information to 
indigenous communities as a research opportunity for this study.
The international Indigenous Knowledge and Bioprospecting conference - held in 
Sydney in 2004 - represented a unique opportunity for investigating the 
communication of bioprospecting information to indigenous communities. This 
event was specifically organised to address the issues surrounding indigenous 
peoples’ involvement in bioprospecting, and its proceedings were expected to be 
extremely relevant to indigenous communities. Additionally, organisers of the 
conference planned to communicate information from the event to indigenous 
communities using a number of different media and tools, the most prominently 
advertised of which was a documentary about the conference which would be made 
available to communities on DVD.
With the intention of contributing potentially valuable information to future 
bioprospecting communications projects, I aim to gain insights into the likely value 
and effectiveness of efforts to communicate information from the Indigenous 
Knowledge and Bioprospecting conference to indigenous communities. Thus, in 
this research I will investigate the opinions of experts at the conference on:
• how well informed particular groups of indigenous peoples are about 
bioprospecting,
• the importance of communicating bioprospecting information from the 2004 
international Indigenous Knowledge and Bioprospecting forum to indigenous 
communities, and
• the likely effectiveness of a DVD documentary as a tool for communicating 
bioprospecting information from the Indigenous Knowledge and 
Bioprospecting conference to indigenous communities.
In the next chapter, the methods used to conduct this research are detailed.
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CHAPTER 3 - METHODOLOGY
Outline
In this study I aimed to investigate the opinions of a group of experts in bioprospecting 
and indigenous peoples issues on matters related to communicating bioprospecting 
information from the 2004 international Indigenous Knowledge and Bioprospecting 
conference to indigenous communities. To achieve this, I sought the perspectives of 
presenters at the conference on:
• how well informed particular indigenous peoples are about bioprospecting
• the importance of communicating information from the conference to 
indigenous communities, and
• the likely effectiveness of a particular tool in communicating information from 
the conference to indigenous communities.
Research was based on interviews with conference presenters which, with one 
exception, I conducted at the Indigenous Knowledge and Bioprospecting conference at 
Macquarie University in Sydney in April 2004.
Following is an account of how this research was designed and conducted.
Designing the research 
Generating a research focus
I developed the focus of this research after my interest in this subject area led me to 
undertake preliminary exploration of the bioprospecting and indigenous peoples 
literature. Whilst beginning research with an in-depth consideration of the existing 
literature is recommended by the traditional research paradigm (Robson, 1993, p. 23), 
and generating a focus of inquiry prior to consulting the literature is advised by many 
modem researchers (Robson, 1993, p. 23), I found a compromise between these 
strategies to be most useful; I used the literature to provide me with a basic 
understanding of my chosen topic both before developing my research focus and 
afterwards, to gain a more detailed knowledge of existing research in this area. As 
advised by Maykut and Morehouse (1994, p. 54) and Holliday (2002, p. 36), I
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considered my new research focus to be important for leading my study in a certain 
direction, yet open to development and adaptation as my investigation progressed.
Determining the research strategy
It was the broad, open-ended nature of my research focus that determined I use a 
qualitative research strategy in this study. As explained by Robson (1993), a research 
focus may have an important influence on the selection of a research strategy, and an 
exploratory and descriptive focus of inquiry is an important characteristic of qualitative 
research (Maykut and Morehouse, 1994, p. 43). Qualitative research follows a 
phenomenological philosophy and seeks to provide an understanding of social 
phenomena from the participant’s perspective (Lester, 1999) whilst quantitative 
research is based on positivism and seeks the facts or causes of social phenomena apart 
from the subjective states of individuals (Taylor and Bogdan, 1984, p. I). Since it was 
in exploring qualitative aspects of communicating bioprospecting information to 
indigenous communities that I was interested, I adopted a qualitative research strategy 
to best allow the realisation of my research goals.
Choosing the research setting
In finding a suitable setting in which to conduct my research, I carefully balanced 
taking the opportunity to encounter a research setting with maintaining the principles o f 
social science, as advised by Holliday (2002, p. 9). Fortuitously, I discovered the 2004 
Sydney Indigenous Knowledge and Bioprospecting conference three months prior to it 
being held, through exploring internet-based material relevant to my focus of inquiry. 
The event immediately struck me as a potential research setting and I investigated it 
using the conference web site and through communicating with the conference 
organisers. My efforts revealed that the conference would offer the following 
advantages as a research setting:
• the theme of the conference and its proposed key topics for consultation were 
directly relevant to my area of interest,
• the conference program included communicating information from the event to 
indigenous communities around the world,
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• the conference offered access to valuable potential informants for this research; 
conference presenters and participants,
• the uniqueness of the conference - both nationally and internationally - contributed 
to the value of this event as a research opportunity, and
• the dates and location of the conference made it accessible to me as a research 
setting.
Importantly, the conference also matched the criteria for research settings outlined by 
Holliday (2002, p. 38), and the characteristics of an ‘ideal research setting’, listed by 
Taylor and Bogdan (1984, p. 19), in that it provided richness and a variety of relevant 
and interconnected data yet had a sense of boundedness and was sufficiently small and 
accessible. Thus the Indigenous Knowledge and Bioprospecting conference qualified in 
every sense as an appropriate setting for my research and I established it as such.
Formulating the research questions
Confirmation of the Indigenous Knowledge and Bioprospecting conference as my 
research setting directed the development of my initial set of research questions, a 
sequence of events common within qualitative research (Holliday, 2002, p. 37). As 
recommended by Taylor and Bogdan (1984, p. 16), these questions were both 
substantive (ie. specific to issues related directly to the conference) and theoretical (ie. 
based on broader issues) and I considered them to be a ‘set of possibilities’ rather than 
‘fixed absolutes for the research’ (Taylor and Bogdan, 1984, p. 5). I also gave practical 
consideration to what would be possible to accomplish with the limited resources 
available for this study and I heeded the common-sense warning of Maxwell (1996, p. 
52) that research questions need to be ones that are answerable by the kind of study you 
could actually conduct. Thus, equipped with a preliminary set of questions that I 
wished to answer through my research, I began considering how I would select research 
subjects who could help me to answer them.
Developing a sampling strategy
Through conducting my research at the 2004 Sydney Indigenous Knowledge and 
Bioprospecting conference, I hoped to gain access to the conference presenters as
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informants for my research. I judged the presenters to be experts in my field of study 
because they had been invited to share their specialised knowledge at the international 
forum in question, and in research circles, subjects who are selected on the basis of their 
expertise in areas relevant to the research are known as ‘elites’ (Marshall, 1989, as cited 
in Sources of News, n.d.). There are a number of reasons to analyse elites; they can 
provide valuable information because of their social, political, financial or 
administrative positions and can contribute insight and meaning to the data collection 
process because they are intelligent and quick-thinking people at home in the realms of 
ideas, policies and generalisations (Marshall and Rossman, 1995, p. 84). Thus, like all 
researchers choosing to analyse elites, I hoped that my research would benefit from this 
sampling strategy.
Due to both the large number of conference presenters and the busy conference 
schedule, consulting all presenters at the conference would have been an unrealistic 
goal. I determined that individual presenters at the conference would be selected for 
consultation on an opportunistic basis, and I aimed to consult as many conference 
presenters as time would allow.
Selecting a method o f data collection
Determining the nature of my consultations with presenters was the next stage in my 
research design. I opted to use face-to-face interviews because this is the most 
appropriate method for collecting information from elites when seeking to understand 
their perspectives, as was the case in this study (Notes on Elite Interviewing, 2002). As 
Fielding (as cited in Marsh and Stoker, 1995, p. 141) pointed out, it is by listening to 
interviewees talking that we may gain some insight into their world views and see 
things as they do and interviews, explained May (cited in Lilleker, 2003) have the 
‘potential to provide rich and highly illuminating insights into people’s biographies, 
experiences, opinions, values, aspirations, attitudes and feelings’. Interviewing would 
also allow me to gather large amounts of information quickly and to immediately clarify 
questions for presenters and respond to any queries (Marshall and Rossman, 1995, p. 
81). Specifically, face-to-face interviewing - the most popular technique for analysing
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elites (Notes on Elite Interviewing, 2002) - was used to collect data from the conference 
presenters in this study.
At this point, opportunism again played a role in my research design by influencing 
how I would record the interviews with presenters. A chance for me to film my 
research interviews arrived prior to the conference, when I learned from the conference 
organisers that a video documentary of the event would be produced. It was to include 
presentation highlights and interviews with presenters on issues related to the 
conference theme. Filming for the documentary would take place at the conference and 
an independent multi-media professional would be responsible for the documentary’s 
production. Motivated by both a personal interest in becoming involved in the making 
of the documentary and by my wish to secure access to presenters for this research, I 
volunteered to assist in filming the documentary. I discussed with my ‘filming 
supervisor’ the possibility of using my interview opportunities with presenters to ask 
questions for this research, which was deemed acceptable providing the full consent of 
presenters was received. Thus, my taking the opportunity to be associated with the 
documentary project affected my decision to use video as the method for recording 
presenter interviews.
However, it is no coincidence that this method of recording interviews was likely to 
benefit my research; I was aware that video recording can provide a researcher with 
more contextual data than can audio-recorded data, denser linguistic information than 
can field notes, and give a more complete sense of who the interviewees are (Dufon, 
2002). As explained by Dufon (2002), the visual information about interviewees’ that 
is captured by video - including posture, gestures, facial expressions and other visual 
interactional cues - can greatly enrich data and also help a researcher to disambiguate 
verbal messages. This is particularly important when interviewees are non-native 
speakers - as I expected many of my interviewees to be - who are likely to rely more 
heavily on extralinguistic means to convey messages (Dufon, 2002). Additionally, 
video recording can allow an event to be experienced repeatedly by playing it back, thus 
allowing a researcher to see things they had not seen at the time of filming or on
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previous viewings (Erickson, as cited in Dufon, 2002). I believed these advantages of 
video would facilitate my gaining rich and accurate data from my interviews with 
presenters.
Designing the interviews
The last stage in my research design was designing the interviews, and I decided that a 
semi-structured interview method using open-ended questions - a type of interview 
often used in elite interviewing (Leech, 2002) - would best suit the purposes of this 
research. I hoped to combine some of the strengths of unstructured and fully-structured 
interview methods; namely flexibility and case comparability. The flexibility offered 
by less structured interview styles helps a researcher to obtain a qualitatively rich array 
of personal insights from subjects, which tends to be particularly important in the 
analysis of elites, whose complex and detailed knowledge will wish to be drawn upon 
by the researcher (Notes on Elite Interviewing, 2002). Conversely, more structured 
interview types can help to ensure the comparability of data across sources and allow 
for more straightforward data analysis (Notes on Elite Interviewing, 2002). Thus, I 
intended that through using semi-structured interviews to collect data from presenters, 1 
would be more likely to elicit ‘affective and value-laden’ responses from my 
interviewees (Robson, 1993, p. 261), which would be comparable and allow a degree of 
generalisation.
I planned to use open-ended interview questions in my interviews of presenters, for a 
number of reasons. First, these would allow me to best exploit the specialist 
knowledge of the presenters and could lead to unexpected answers, which can enrich 
research by introducing unthought-of aspects of the issue under investigation (Cohen 
and Manion, as cited in Robson, 1993, p. 233). Second, I hoped that using open-ended 
questions would improve the validity of presenters’ responses, as this approach allows a 
truer expression of what the respondent really believes (Cohen and Manion, as cited in 
Robson, 1993, p. 233). Finally, my elite subjects were likely to be well-educated and 
articulate and to prefer explaining why they think what they think, rather than be 
‘straightjacketed’ by questions which force them to choose one of a number of pre-set
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answers (Aberbach and Rockman, 2002). Additionally, my research questions which 
were of a scale type - ie. asking for a response in the form of degree of agreement or 
disagreement - would be accompanied by prompts to elicit unconstrained answers (Judd 
et al., 1991, p. 239).
Naturally, the process of interview design was ongoing throughout my research and was 
particularly influenced by my arrival at the conference venue. Taylor and Bogdan 
(1984, p. 16) state that ‘until we enter the field, we do not know what questions to ask 
or how to ask them’ and in order to improve my interview guide, I spent the first two 
days of the four-day Sydney Indigenous Knowledge and Bioprospecting conference 
gaining a sense of the atmosphere of the event, the language used and the topics 
addressed by speakers through observing the presentations. I used this information to 
make changes to my interview guide, largely to ensure the interviews would be more 
casual and conversational than they would otherwise have been. This step is advised by 
Hay (2000, p. 55), who reflects that questions which are prepared before the interview 
and then read out formally may sound insincere, stilted and out of place. Following the 
commencement of interviewing, I made other minor changes to the interview guide 
after receiving feedback from interviewees, and also altered the order and wording of 
questions to suit individual interviewees.
Data collection procedures
I conducted interviews of presenters at the Indigenous Knowledge and Bioprospecting 
conference on days three and four of the event during recesses in the program. I 
interviewed the presenters privately and recorded all interviews with a hand-held video 
camera. There was one exception to these circumstances; an interview with one of the 
keynote speakers was conducted by my ‘filming supervisor’, who used my interview 
guide, at a location off the conference site due to reasons of convenience for the 
interviewee.
In soliciting interviewees at the conference venue, I approached presenters individually, 
introduced myself and explained the two reasons for interviews being conducted at the
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conference - ie. for the documentary and for my research project. I informed potential 
interviewees that the audio-visual material collected during the interview would be used 
to contribute to both projects and that the completion of each project would depend on 
their approving its content, and I answered any questions presenters had concerning 
these issues. I then asked presenters for their consent to be interviewed and those 
agreeing (only two declined) were encouraged to move to a relatively quiet place where 
interruptions and distractions were less likely. I asked interviewees the following 
questions:
1. How well informed about bioprospecting do you believe the indigenous peoples 
with whom you are familiar are?
2. What is importance of communicating information from the 2004 international 
Indigenous Knowledge and Bioprospecting forum to indigenous communities? 
and
3. How effective do you think a DVD documentary is likely to prove as a tool for 
communicating bioprospecting information from the Indigenous Knowledge and 
Bioprospecting conference to indigenous communities?
Regarding the first question, interviewees were asked to consider the bioprospecting 
knowledge of the indigenous peoples of either their country of origin or the geographic 
area in which they had extensive experience. I judged this according to which 
indigenous peoples the experts referred to in their presentations.
It must be noted that interviewees did not all respond to the same number of questions, 
for two reasons. First, I addressed some questions to presenters who had presented an 
indigenous perspective in their presentations, which I generally did not ask of the 
others. This is because I wanted to capitalise on the former groups’ apparent 
specialised knowledge and experience of indigenous issues in relation to 
bioprospecting, which I believed was important for providing meaningful insights into 
the topic areas in question. Second, time restrictions meant that some interviewees 
responded to fewer questions than others, as it was not always possible within the 
available time to ask every prepared question of a presenter. All interviews concluded 
with my thanking the expert for their time.
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The application for research to be conducted for this study was approved by the 
Australian National University Human Research Ethics Committee, protocol number 
2004/182 (see Appendix I).
Data analysis
In preparation for data analysis, I fully transcribed the video recorded interviews with 
presenters. My first step in analysing the data was organising the transcribed material 
so that respondents’ answers to each interview question were grouped together. The 
responses relevant to three of my interview questions were analysed using the constant 
comparative method, which involved reading and re-reading responses until different 
categories, themes and patterns became apparent. Phrases and passages were assigned a 
code according to their content, and then grouped together with others of a similar 
nature. These groupings then formed the basis of my data analysis and presentation.
Following completion of the writing of this thesis, I contacted all interviewees to seek 
their final approval of the use of quotes from their interviews in this study.
Assumptions and limitations
An assumption made in this study was that my interviewing presenters for the purpose 
of the video documentary did not affect their responses to my interview questions for 
this research. In order to reduce any possible bias for this reason, I had made it clear to 
interviewees that I had no allegiance to the documentary, and whilst I believe that 
presenters responded openly and honestly to my interview questions, the influence of 
my involvement in both projects on the results of this study is ultimately unknown.
Because I only had the opportunity to interview presenters during the relatively short 
breaks in the busy conference program, time restrictions limited both the number of 
interviews conducted for this research, and the length of interviews. Nevertheless, I 
decided not to conduct interviews away from the conference venue, for two reasons. 
First, most of the presenters had travelled internationally to attend the conference in
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Sydney and would be staying in the country only for its duration. Whilst here, their 
schedules were made very busy by the conference program, which involved 
presentations running throughout the day until around 7pm, and social and cultural 
events in the evenings. Thus, my chances of conducting productive face-to-face 
research interviews with presenters away from the conference venue were negligible. 
Second, I aimed for consistency in the setting and timing of my interviews to reduce the 
biases likely to accompany their being conducted in different environments or at times 
outside of the conference dates.
In the next chapter, the findings suggested by analysis of presenters’ responses to my 
interview questions are presented, along with further information about the 2004 
Sydney Indigenous Knowledge and Bioprospecting conference.
29
Chapter 4 - results
The ndigenous Knowledge and Bioprospecting conference
The iitemational Indigenous Knowledge and Bioprospecting conference was held at 
Maccuarie University in Sydney from 21 to 24 April 2004. More than 150 
participants and 41 presenters attended the conference, and indigenous peoples were 
well represented within each group. Presenters were from Australia, Canada, 
Cameroon, India, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Nigeria, the Philippines, South 
Africi, the United Kingdom and the United States and their cultural backgrounds 
incluled Aboriginal, African, Indian, Maori and Native American. Speakers’ 
professions included academic, lawyer, development worker, indigenous activist, 
indigenous rights consultant, microbiologist, ethnobotanist, horticulturalist, 
phamacist, author, philosopher, research scientist, IT professional and historian. 
They contributed perspectives on indigenous knowledge and bioprospecting issues 
from the disciplines of science, law, anthropology, economics, sociology, history 
and philosophy.
Presentations were delivered throughout five themed sessions over the four-day 
confeence program and many topics of discussion were covered (see Table 1.0). 
The 4yle of presentations varied greatly - from formal deliveries of scientific 
reseach findings to highly-charged, emotional recounts of personal histories and 
demaids for justice - although there was a strong tendency for the indigenous 
preseiters to deliver more passionate speeches than their non-indigenous 
counerparts. A number of the indigenous presenters viewed the bioprospecting 
entenrise as an exploitative Western endeavour and references to the mistreatment 
of iriigenous peoples under dominant western regimes were common. Their 
preseitations appeared to promote solidarity between the indigenous delegates, but 
someimes produced a feeling of discord between indigenous and western delegates, 
whici effect was arguably either necessary to ‘move forward’ through the issues 
raisei or counterproductive to this goal.
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Table 1.0 Major topics of discussion at the Indigenous Knowledge and 
Bioprospecting conference.
Bioprospecting and health
• The increase of bioprospecting 
around the world in the search for 
disease cures.
• Current bioprospecting research in 
Australia and South Africa to find 
cures for HIV/AIDS, cancer and 
malaria.
• The race for scientific and 
commercial progress must not 
threaten the traditional ways of 
life in indigenous communities.
Concerns of indigenous peoples
• Indigenous peoples’ lives are 
inextricably connected with the 
land and living resources, the 
disturbance of which threatens the 
survival and continuity of 
indigenous cultures.
• The responsibility in many 
indigenous cultures, to ensure that 
knowledge is not used wrongly 
once it has been given away, is 
undermined by bioprospecting.
• A clash between indigenous and 
Western concepts of ‘ownership’ 
exists, inhibiting the protection of 
indigenous peoples’ biological
The legal context
• Legal language must be made 
more accessible to indigenous 
peoples.
• Current intellectual property 
regimes, based on Western 
concepts of ownership and 
invention, are inadequate to 
protect indigenous traditional 
knowledge.
• New legal regimes should be 
designed specifically to safeguard 
indigenous knowledge.
International instruments
• The 1996 Convention on 
Biological Diversity and the 2001 
International Treaty on Plant 
Genetic Resources for Food and 
Agriculture are instruments 
through which local communities 
can pursue their rights to 
biological resources and 
traditional knowledge at national 
and international levels.
• The outcomes of international 
policies and declarations need to 
be better disseminated at a local 
level to help raise indigenous
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resources and knowledge against 
biopiracy.
peoples’ awareness of their rights.
The way forward
• Work towards achieving equality • Record and preserve indigenous
between western and indigenous traditional knowledge to protect
bioprospecting stakeholders. indigenous intellectual property
• Form indigenous-owned 
companies based on botanical 
knowledge.
rights.
Additional events in the conference program included:
• a traditional Aboriginal smoking ceremony, which officially opened the event,
• a welcome to all conference participants by members of the Darug people, on 
whose traditional lands the city of Sydney now stands,
• cultural performances by Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander and Pacific 
Islander dance groups, and
• a workshop focused on the development of appropriate ethical protocols for 
consultation with indigenous peoples.
Filming for the video documentary about the conference proceeded as planned; all 
presentations, the cultural performances and the workshop were video-recorded and 
many presenters and participants were interviewed. For the purposes of this 
research, I interviewed fourteen ‘expert’ presenters.
The experts
The presenters I interviewed for this research came from Australia, Cameroon, 
Holland, India, New Zealand, Nigeria, the Philippines, South Africa and the United 
States. Their disciplines included botany, community development, economics, 
history, horticulture, philosophy, sociology and theology, with law being the best 
represented area of expertise. Biographical information for each interviewee and the
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title and key message of each speaker’s presentation at the conference - as described 
in their words - are provided in Table 1.1.
Table 1.1 Biographical and presentation details relating to each interviewed expert.
Nam e and biographical details Title and key m essage o f presentation
Dr Ikechi Maduka Mgbeoji
From Nigeria, Ikechi studied law 
in Lagos, Nigeria and in Nova 
Scotia, Canada. He is an 
intellectual property lawyer and
Title: ‘Insurgents at the gates? Patents, 
biopiracy and the legitimation o f  
Indigenous peoples ’ knowledge in p o s t­
colonial international intellectual property
a professor of law at Osmonde 
Hall Law School in Canada.
law. ’
Ikechi is also a member of the 
World Conservation Union’s 
Commission on Environmental 
Law.
Key message: ‘...The...appropriation o f  
indigenous peoples ’ know ledge... is a 
func tion  o f  several facu lties  - legal, social 
and historical - so unless we have this
broader understanding o f  the fo rces  and  
decisions and the instrum ents which have
fac ilita ted  ...the theft o f  indigenous peoples ’ 
knowledge, then our understanding will be
very, very narrow . '
Dr James West
James is a professor of 
economics at Moravian College 
in Pennsylvania, USA. He has 
extensive background in
Title: ‘Reflective property  rights: 
Reconciling indigenous and industrial 
institutions o f  prosperity. ’
international relations, having 
been a Fulbright Scholar to
Key message: ‘...That in order to m orally  
engage in econom ic activity... and to
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S lovak ia  and w orked  in behave ethically in the econom ic
econom ic rural d ev e lopm en t in 
Ind ia for 3 years.
environment, we need to reflect... on what 
constitutes a legal and m oral holding o f  
property, and... ge t a m ore broad and  
spiritual perspective - com bined with the 
m aterial perspective - o f ... the rights, 
obligations and duties o f  those who hold  
property  and how that property is both used  
and  distributed am ong people. ’
M s Inotoli Z h im om i
From  N agaland  in no rth -east 
India, Inotoli has recen tly  
com ple ted  a M asters  degree  in 
M elbourne. In o to li’s passio n  for 
w ork ing  tow ards reconcilia tion  
in her native  N agaland  
developed  du ring  h er upbring ing  
w hen  she w itnessed  the su ffering
T itle: ‘Indigenous education and the 
fo rm ation  o fN a g a  identity. ’
K ey  m essage: 'That we are capable  
[people] -  the Nagas. Like other 
indigenous people, w e...are  not to be 
...objectified  and studied  and scrutinised  
and ...described... We are able peop le  like
o f  h er peop le  at the hands o f  
Indian soldiers. She w as draw n
anyone else ...and  the recognition that we 
are is very im portant...[A t the] indigenous
to the po ssib ility  o f  figh ting  as a 
guerilla  in one o f  the liberation  
groups but instead  w ent on  to 
study  th eo logy  and to teach  in a 
refugee  cam p on the T hai/B urm a 
border.
education centre in N agaland...w e w anted  
to seriously look at the custom ary law  and  
w hat we can do to use that to pro tect 
ourselves fro m  reckless researchers o f  all 
kinds and outside invasion again ...So  th a t’s 
w hat I  try to tell peop le  -  that we are not 
helpless people, we are able...and we can 
do it. It you  want to respect us, let ’s work  
together. ’
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M r M arce lin  T onye M ahop
M arcelin  is o rig in a lly  from Title: ‘Evaluation o f  the context and
C am eroon  and cu rren tly  a PhD assessm ent o f  the basic elements fo r
in te llectual p ro perty  law  scho lar at consideration in a sui generis Access and
the Q ueen  M ary  In te llectual Benefit sharing law in Cameroon. ’
Property  R esearch  Institu te  in
London. H is thesis is focused  on K ey  m essage: ‘...To give the authority
in te llectual p ro p erty  righ ts, back to the com m unities ... There ’s no
b io d iv ersity  and trad itional way around i t . . . I f  you  want them to fe e l
know ledge. M arcelin  also  ho lds a that they are really ow ning these
N atural S ciences degree and tw o resources, we have to g ive the authority
M aster degrees in B io logical over determ ining access to them back to
S ciences from  the U n iv ersity  o f the communities. ’
Y aounde  in C am eroon.
M r K im  C ourtenay
K im  w orks w ith  the K im berley T itle: ‘Taming the w ild plum . ’
C ollege o f  T A F E  in W estern
A u stra lia  as a h o rticu ltu re  lectu rer K ey  m essage: ‘I ’m going  to be talking
and a specia list in practical about what we ’re doing up there [ in the
h orticu ltu re  tra in ing  for A borig inal Kim berley] and ...g iv ingpeop le  an
peop le . H e has p ioneered  the exam ple o f  a real life version o f
cu ltiva tion  o f  a num ber o f  native bioprospecting as it ’s happening,
plan ts  in the K im berley , and has s o . . . I ’m hoping that peop le  can give me
m ore  than  20 years experience  in as much feed b a ck  as what I  can give
the  northern  A u stra lia  h o rticu ltu re them on what they ’re doing. ’
industry . K im  is also a tra ined
jo u rn a lis t and w rites for new spapers
and m agazines on horticu ltu re
re la ted  issues.
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M r Je rzy  K oopm an
Jerzy  is a D utch  in te llectual T itle: ‘The protection o f  traditional
property  law yer p resen tly  pu rsu in g know ledge resources o f  biotechnology:
a PhD  at the C entre  for In te llec tua l Are we doing it right? ’
Property  Law  at the M o len g raa ff
Institu te  for P rivate  Law  o f  U trech t K ey  m essage: '... That there is a need to
U niversity  in the N etherlands. H is acknow ledge... that we have so m any
thesis is titled  ‘Sharing N ature and local perspectives and angles to things
its B iodiversity: Claims to genetic that are happening on a g lobal
resources, technology and sca le ...[ fo r instance] in biotechnology
biotechnological products in a and a lso ...to  open up to each other to
proprietary perspective  ’ and it step over the barriers that we may
investigates d iffe ren t persp ec tiv es perceive and ...search  fo r  common vision
on the m anner in w hich  p a ten t law and values and  try to p u t to rest common
m ay app ly  to resources and concerns that we have in different parts
outcom es o f  b io techno log ical o f  the w orld... fo r  common and shared
innovation . solutions ...It [my presentation] was 
fo c u sed  on p a ten t law, o f  course, but this 
is the key m essage.... ’
D r M anuka  H enare
M anuka  is a M aori N ew  Z ea lan d er T itle: ‘In g a  wa o mua, M aori and
and p resen tly  a sen io r lec tu rer at bioprospecting: Traditional knowledge,
T he U n iv ersity  o f  A uck land , N ew w orld view  and  historical experience in
Z ealand . H e p rev iously  lec tu red  in the shaping o f  and indigenous peoples ’
M aori S tudies at V icto ria policy  on bioprospecting. ’
U n iversity  in W elling ton , w here  he 
taugh t courses on the T reaty  o f K ey  m essage: ‘What I  offered in the
W aitang i, M aori C ulture and presentation was an approach that a
Society  and T ribal H istories. H e M aori m ight take, looking at
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has also been  the C E O  o f  tw o bioprospecting... That approach w ould
national n o n -g o v em m en t 
o rgan isa tions invo lved  in 
in ternational developm ent, ju stice  
and peace.
draw  on two sources:...our traditional 
m etaphysical ...w orld  view  ...that we use 
to m ake m oral judgem en ts about the 
good  or the bad in bioprospecting, and  
secondly, what does history teach us 
about how our ancestors looked at new  
technologies?... What I f in d  is ...h istorica l 
experience tells us to keep an open mind, 
inquire, then m ake judgem ents as you  get 
to understand the technology... We d o n ’t 
necessarily have to access som eone  
else ’s m ethods w ithout questioning  
them. ’
M r B evan  K oopm an
B evan  is a research  sc ien tis t w ith T itle: ‘Softw are tools fo r  indigenous
the C oopera tive  R esearch  C entre  
for E n terp rise  D istribu ted  System s 
T echno logy , and has recen tly  
helped  the C R C  to develop  softw are 
too ls  designed  to enable  ind igenous 
co m m unities to p reserve and 
p ro tec t their cu ltural and b io log ical 
know ledge  th rough  digital 
techno log ies.
knowledge management. ’
K ey m essage: ‘ ...O ne o f  the key  
messages w as...a  wake up call saying we 
really need to start thinking about these 
protocols and ...these issues ...before i t ’s 
too late. ’
M r B evan  C assady
B evan  is a N w yaig i w arrio r from  
N w yaig i and T anna Island. H e is
T itle: ‘The chains ju s t  keep getting  
longer. ’
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the N ational C o o rd in a to r for the
B achelo r o f  T each in g , E arly K ey  m essage: ‘That traditional
C hildhood  S erv ices D egree knowledge... needs to be ...given the
Program , a n a tio n a lly  recogn ised sam e respect, understanding and
A borig inal and  T o rres  S trait position  [as non-indigenous knowledge]
Islander E a rly  C h ild h o o d  T each ing and needs to be nurtured in the
program  at M acq u arie  U n iv ersity  in institutions tha t...develop the individuals
Sydney, A u stra lia . H e has who develop the system s that im pact on
ex tensive  ex p erien ce  in teaching , the peoples who live in our societies
particu la rly  A bo rig in a l and T orres across the w orld... Universities must
Straigh t Is lan d e r ch ild ren  and has evolve fro m  their ‘traditional ’ ways o f
been  in vo lved  in m an y  com m unity operating. ’
and state b ased  in itia tiv es  in
A borig ina l and  T o rres  S traigh t
Islander E d u cation .
D r A nne W aters
A nne is a law yer, p h ilo sopher, T itle : ‘G lobal indigenous research
ind igen ist, w rite r  and  poet, contexts and bioprospecting: S itting at
cu rren tly  lec tu rin g  at C alifo rn ia the table with ethnobotany, diversity
State  U n iversity . She com ple ted genetics, intellectual property law,
h er doc to ra tes  o f  L aw  and sovereign rights and ‘pub lic  interest ’
P h ilo so p h y  in the  U S A . D r W ate r’s pharm aceuticals. ’
curren t research  focuses on
A m erican  In d ian  M etap h y sics  and K ey  m essage: ‘M any indigenous m edical
E pistem ology . practitioners do not currently see a p lace  
fo r  themselves in bioprospecting  
projects ...w ithout violation o f  their 
fundam en ta l values inherent in their very 
identity as indigenous peoples. To 
partic ipate in a g lobal m arket o f
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bioprospecting w ithout international 
recognition and respect fo r  sovereign  
rights o f  indigenous nations and  
com m unities ...can be equivalent to 
renouncing their fa ith ; certainly this is 
not a realistic option. ... [A] concern that 
needs addressing is w hether enough 
information is currently available about 
bioprospecting fo r  a realistic assessm ent 
o f  indigenous involvem ent... ’
M r Errol Douwes
Erroi is South African and currently 
w orking tow ards his M aster o f 
Botanical B ioprospecting degree at 
the U niversity o f  K w aZulu-N atal in 
South Africa. His current research
Title: ‘B ioprospecting fo r  anti-m alarial 
compounds: a sem i-quantitative  
approach with prom ising  results. ’
K ey m essage: '... The key message o f  my
is focused on developing novel 
treatm ents for m alaria from South
presen ta tion ... was [ that a] 
collaborative e ffort...is  being made in
A frican plants, for low-cost 
international distribution.
South A frica between research  
institutions and the governm ent in South  
Africa, along with traditional 
healers ...[to develop] anti-m alarial 
drugs which can be used in South Africa  
and possib ly  also developed into a drug  
which can be d istributed w orldwide -  
hopefully fo r  som e sort o f  revenue benefit 
fo r  the country and  healers fro m  where 
the traditional knowledge has been 
sourced. ’
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D r C elerina  B alucan
C elerina  is a F ilip ino  lec tu rer and Title: ‘D isturb not the land: An
researcher in the R esearch , assurance o f  protection and continuity o f
P lann ing  and D eve lo p m en t O ffice indigenous, cultural and biological
at Lordes C ollege in C agayan  de diversity. ’
O ro C ity  in the  P hilipp ines.
K ey  m essage: ‘... The m essage is... i f  it 
could be preven ted  or avoided, the land  
should  not be disturbed so  
that...indigenous knowledge, cultural 
diversity and biological diversity could  
be p ro tected  and ...w e could prom ote  
[their] continuity. But i f  ever 
developm ent could not be 
prevented... then these peop le  [the  
traditional owners] should be contacted  
before any ...developm ent projects could  
be done. ’
M r L indsay  M ell
L indsay  is P residen t o f  the  N ew Title: ‘The C om m unity Project. ’
South  W ales U n ited  N ations
A ssociation . H is b ackground  is in K ey  m essage: ‘The presentation was
teach ing , jo u rn a lism  and socio logy about the com m unity p ro ject which I
and he has ex tensive  experience  in coordinate... We have an International
com m unity  developm ent. L indsay Year o f  C om m unity p roposa l that we ’re
has been  responsib le  for in itia tives trying to encourage peop le  to accept and
o f  local, reg ional and national w e ’ve incorporated that into a
sign ificance, includ ing  the project...[ca lled] the Com munity
In ternational Y ear o f  C om m unity . Project... W e’ve also tried to w ork on
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initiatives that we consider might be 
pertinent for such an International Year, 
which we presume will be declared at 
some time in the future by the United 
Nations General Assembly...’
Mr Michael Davis
Michael is an Australian historian, 
writer, researcher and policy 
specialist with extensive experience 
in indigenous heritage, rights in 
traditional knowledge, intellectual 
property and biodiversity. He has 
worked at local, regional, national 
and international levels as a policy 
specialist for organisations 
including AusAID, the National 
Native Title Tribunal, the 
Parliamentary Information and 
Research Service, the North 
Queensland Aboriginal Land 
Council and ATSIC’s Cairns and 
District Regional Council. He has 
lectured at LaTrobe University in 
Melbourne and held honorary 
appointments at the Australian 
National University and the 
Australian Institute of Aboriginal 
and Torres Straight Islander 
Studies.
Title: ‘Indigenous knowledge, ethics and 
bioprospecting. ’
Key message: ‘My presentation was 
really trying to urn...move beyond saying 
'well, these are the problems, what do we 
do about them? ’ I  was highlighting 
...[that] we know now that intellectual 
property rights aren’t appropriate and 
don ’t work for recognising and 
protecting indigenous knowledge so 
where can we move from there towards a 
good outcome?... I was pointing to some 
of the work that ’s being done 
internationally ...in developing codes of 
ethics, guidelines and protocols and at 
the same time, also...[arguing] that there 
needs to be a much stronger emphasis on 
community empowerment and [placing] 
the focus on indigenous nations and 
indigenous peoples themselves, 
strengthening their rights and them being 
the initiators o f projects. ’
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Experts’ responses to interview questions
Bioprospecting awareness amongst the indigenous peoples with whom experts are 
familiar
Summary
Of the seven conference presenters who were asked how well informed about 
bioprospecting they believed a particular group of indigenous peoples were, only 
one responded with a definitive statement, and he believed the peoples in question 
were poorly informed. Three respondents’ opinions about a group of indigenous 
peoples’ understanding of bioprospecting were qualified in some way; indigenous 
peoples were considered to be varyingly informed on different aspects of the broad 
bioprospecting topic, and it was implied that bioprospecting knowledge varied 
between the different indigenous tribes of a nation and between different individuals 
within an indigenous community. Other experts did not provide any direct 
comments on this subject, but discussed related issues such as the difficulties faced 
by indigenous peoples in becoming familiar with an enterprise so suddenly arrived 
in their communities and so alien to their cultures, and the need for improved 
information flow between indigenous communities and bioprospectors.
Poorly informed
Marcelin Tonye Mahop, an intellectual property scholar originally from Cameroon, 
clearly expressed concern that the indigenous peoples of Cameroon are not well 
informed about bioprospecting:
‘They are not. They are not. They are really not informed about bioprospecting. 
They don’t know anything about things like patents or intellectual property in 
general. I  think they just come across these subjects when they meet people who ask 
them fo r  information or fo r  plants. There ’s an issue o f awareness raising as at the 
moment they are really ignorant about bioprospecting. ’
Varyingly informed
Other presenters expressed similar concerns, but indicated that the bioprospecting 
knowledge of the indigenous peoples they were considering was poor in regards to
42
some, but not necessarily all, aspects of the broad bioprospecting topic. For 
example, on multiple other occasions the legal issues associated with bioprospecting 
were identified as being subject areas on which the indigenous peoples in question 
were poorly informed.
Kim Courtenay, a horticulture academic from Western Australia who provides skills 
training for the bushtucker industry to Aboriginal people of the Kimberley, 
acknowledged the legal aspects of bioprospecting as being just one in a number of 
areas likely to be poorly understood by the indigenous people of the Kimberley:
7 think they’re probably not that well informed about the legal aspects o f it 
[bioprospecting] and those more technical, economic and academic aspects o f it... ’
Whilst similarly identifying the legal and technical aspects of bioprospecting as 
areas in which she believed the knowledge of the Naga people of India and 
Myanmar was poor, Inotoli Zhimomi, a scholar from Nagaland, also implied that the 
global nature of bioprospecting issues inhibited her people’s understanding of 
bioprospecting:
‘ ...the international laws and the technicality o f it [bioprospecting] is not known. ’
In contrast, aspects of bioprospecting about which particular indigenous peoples 
were believed to be well informed were also identified by one presenter. Kim 
Courtenay defined two important aspects of bioprospecting in which he believed the 
indigenous people of the Kimberley are well versed:
‘ ...they’re certainly well informed on the importance o f it [bioprospecting] and the 
importance and relevance of their traditional knowledge. ’
In addition to indigenous peoples being varyingly informed about different aspects 
of bioprospecting, presenters also identified different groups and individuals within 
the same group of indigenous people as holding varying levels of knowledge about 
bioprospecting. For example, Celerina Balucan, a researcher and lecturer at Lordes 
College in the Philippines, alluded to variation of bioprospecting knowledge
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between the indigenous tribes of the Philippines through describing the awareness of 
bioprospecting that one particular Filipino tribe had demonstrated (by taking actions 
to protect their resources against biopiracy) whilst commenting that she was ‘not 
sure’ about a more general level of awareness of bioprospecting amongst the broader 
indigenous Filipino community.
In a similar vein, Inotoli Zhimomi indicated that whilst many Nagas were not well 
informed about bioprospecting, the ‘Naga intellectuals and activists’ had a 
considerably better understanding of this subject.
Related issues
Other experts did not provide any direct statement on how well informed they 
believed a particular group of indigenous peoples were about bioprospecting, but 
instead considered issues surrounding this topic.
Anne Waters, an academic from California State University, discussed an obligation 
placed by the western world on indigenous nations, to ‘share whatever they know’, 
and commented that not enough information is provided to indigenous peoples about 
why and how their knowledge is used by outsiders. ‘Those kinds of questions’, she 
stated ‘need to be clarified before an honest, respectful dialogue can occur.’
The interview question was seen to relate to issues of self-governance of indigenous 
peoples by Ikechi Maduka Mgbeoji, an intellectual property lawyer from Nigeria. 
He believed that the indigenous peoples of Nigeria were ‘to a large extent, better off 
than indigenous peoples elsewhere’ because they have ‘had the time to govern their 
own affairs’, whereas many others ‘have not had the power to determine for 
themselves where they will go’.
Another topic addressed by two experts was the challenge faced by indigenous 
peoples in understanding bioprospecting due to its relatively recent arrival in their 
communities and its foreignness to their cultures. Inotoli Zhimomi addressed the 
Naga’s difficulty in ‘suddenly having to defend themselves’ against ‘being attacked 
by this western technology of prospecting’. She implied that indigenous peoples are 
excluded from both decision-making on bioprospecting laws - which, she stated
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‘have been constructed somewhere far away in the Western world’ - and from being 
informed about what others have decided:
... ‘what is happening in the law firms or [at] the diplomatic tables or inside these 
air-conditioned places [in regards to bioprospecting decision-making] is not 
known...'
A similar opinion was expressed by Bevan Cassady, a Nwyaigi warrior and 
academic at Macquarie University. Bevan highlighted the current distance between 
indigenous peoples and bioprospecting - ‘developed from university institutions’ - 
but proposed that modification of present academic frameworks could result in ‘a 
bothways bioprospecting of knowledge’.
Importance of communicating information from the Indigenous Knowledge and 
Bioprospecting conference to indigenous communities
Summary
All fourteen experts interviewed believed that it was important to communicate 
information from the Indigenous Knowledge and Bioprospecting conference to 
indigenous communities. Many respondents also indicated how important they 
considered such communications to be. Discussions were not restricted to matters 
concerned with the dissemination of information from this particular conference, but 
often included exploration of much broader issues. Each respondent identified at 
least one reason to share information from the Indigenous Knowledge and 
Bioprospecting conference with indigenous peoples. These were associated with the 
assets of this particular conference, the obligation to communicate, and the benefits 
of communication. The advantages of providing information from the conference to 
audiences other than indigenous communities were also mentioned.
Experts’ responses to this question are presented below, and organised according to 
the following themes:
• Degrees of importance
• Assets of the Indigenous Knowledge and Bioprospecting conference
• Obligation to communicate
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Benefits of communication
Degrees o f importance
In addition to stating that they believed it is important to communicate information 
from the Indigenous Knowledge and Bioprospecting conference to indigenous 
communities, many respondents also described how important they considered this 
undertaking to be.
The opinion of Ikechi Maduka Mgbeoji (intellectual property lawyer originally from 
Nigeria) on this matter was explicitly expressed. Ikechi firmly asserted a belief that 
the sharing of information from the conference with indigenous communities was a 
matter of high priority:
‘It is very, very important that they find out. It is very important that they find out. 
Let no one be mistaken about that. ’
A similar degree of importance was ascribed to the communication of information 
from the conference to indigenous peoples by other presenters. Manuka Henare, a 
Maori lecturer at the University of Auckland Business School, stated that the 
conference organiser’s plans to make information from the Indigenous Knowledge 
and Bioprospecting conference available to indigenous communities had 
significantly influenced his decision to attend the event:
‘Well, Iwouldn’t have accepted the invitation if  that wasn’t in the program. ’
Indeed the purpose of the conference was considered by Bevan Koopman, a research 
scientist at the Co-operative Research Centre for Enterprise Distributed Systems 
Technology, to be defeated if its outcomes were not shared with indigenous peoples:
7 think there’s no point...[in] having these discussions about things that affect 
indigenous people if  you don ’t include them in...the results that come out of it. ’
Such communication was thought by Michael Davis, a freelance consultant working 
for the protection of indigenous knowledge in Australia, to be essential. Michael
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viewed the communication of information from conferences focused on indigenous 
affairs with indigenous communities as a necessity undertaken too infrequently:
7 think it ’s absolutely critical and I think it doesn 7 happen nearly enough. ’
A number of presenters did not directly state their opinions on how important they 
believed the communication of information from the conference to indigenous 
communities to be. Nevertheless, phrases used by some of these presenters to 
confirm they believed these communications were important - such as ‘Yes, yes - 
very much’ (Jerzy Koopman), ‘Absolutely, absolutely’ (Bevan Koopman) and 
‘Definitely’ (Kim Courtenay) - suggest that they too ascribed a relatively high level 
of importance to this matter.
Assets of the Indigenous Knowledge and Bioprospecting conference 
Whilst all presenters supported the idea of communicating information from the 
Indigenous Knowledge and Bioprospecting conference to indigenous communities, 
few explained why such an undertaking was important in terms of the merits of this 
particular conference. However, in two cases, the diversity of perspectives 
represented at the Indigenous Knowledge and Bioprospecting conference was seen 
as the major asset of this event as an information source for indigenous 
communities. Kim Courtenay (horticulture academic in Western Australia) believed 
that ‘a whole cross section of thought’ had been successfully presented at the 
conference, and Jerzy Koopman (intellectual property lawyer from the Netherlands) 
appreciated that the conference had included ‘such a diversity of peoples and a large 
representation of indigenous communities and also people from such different 
worlds and different cultures’, whose messages ‘could be worth to take into account 
.. .for many communities in the world.’
The value of information from the Indigenous Knowledge and Bioprospecting 
conference to indigenous communities was also seen to lie in its being up-to-date. 
Inotoli Zhimomi (scholar from Nagaland) implied that such information might prove 
useful to indigenous communities attempting to keep up with rapidly evolving 
bioprospecting legislation and issues:
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‘all the [bioprospecting] knowledges keep moving and transforming and developing 
and the laws also keep going and moving’...
Obligation to communicate
Amongst the reasons presented by experts for sharing information from the 2004 
Sydney Indigenous Knowledge and Bioprospecting conference with indigenous 
communities was the argument that such communications are an obligation.
This reasoning was employed by Michael Davis (freelance consultant), who 
believed that it was essential to communicate to indigenous peoples, information 
from conferences which focus on indigenous issues. He explained that such forums 
often inhibit indigenous peoples’ participation by being held in physical 
environments and carried out in languages that are unfriendly to indigenous peoples, 
who subsequently are less fully involved in the discussions at these events than their 
best interests dictate. Thus, reasoned Michael, there is a need for both ‘more 
accessibility for indigenous peoples at these kinds of conferences’ and for 
indigenous peoples to ‘at least get the information from the conferences’.
Celerina Balucan (Filipino researcher) also believed that there exists an obligation to 
communicate information from discussions about indigenous concerns to indigenous 
peoples. She stressed indigenous peoples’ ‘right to know’ the results of the 
Indigenous Knowledge and Bioprospecting conference, which had been ‘all about 
their culture, their knowledge and the biological diversity... in [their] 
environments’.
Benefits o f communication
Many of the reasons presented by respondents for communicating information from 
the Indigenous Knowledge and Bioprospecting conference to indigenous 
communities focused on the benefits it was believed such communications would 
yield.
Jerzy Koopman (Dutch intellectual property lawyer) expressed a belief that 
‘inspiring’ messages from the conference ‘may give some communities hope’ and 
Celerina Balucan (Filipino researcher) was one of a number of presenters to indicate
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that indigenous communities receiving information from the conference may benefit 
by feeling more connected to other communities in regards to bioprospecting issues. 
She considered that the major advantage for indigenous communities in receiving 
information from the conference would be awareness that other groups understand 
the challenges they face in relation to bioprospecting:
‘ ...they will know the people around them are also concerned about their plight. ’
The connection of indigenous communities through their receiving information from 
the conference would provide an important opportunity for them to learn from each 
other, stated Anne Waters (lawyer, academic and writer from the United States). 
She explained that those communities concerned about protecting their resources 
from bioprospecting could learn from the successes of other indigenous 
communities on this front:
‘When indigenous peoples do not have the ability to control their own resources 
from theft and piracy of colonial regimes, then they need to begin reaching out and 
sharing with other indigenous people around the world to find out which ones have 
been successful in maintaining self determination and some control over their 
resources and how that can be done. It ’s very important to find that out. ’
Marcelin Tonye Mahop (intellectual property scholar originally from Cameroon) 
also believed that sharing information from the conference with indigenous 
communities presented them with an important learning opportunity:
‘It is going to allow them to learn about these things. They really need to learn what 
is happening in other parts o f the world - at this conference and at other 
discussions. These events provide valuable information for them to tap into. ’
Similarly, Ikechi Maduka Mgbeoji (intellectual property lawyer originally from 
Nigeria) considered information from the Indigenous Knowledge and 
Bioprospecting conference to be valuable for empowering indigenous peoples to 
tackle bioprospecting issues:
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7 think that information is power. I f  you are not informed, you are less 
empowered. ’
Manuka Henare (Maori senior business academic) agreed that the provision of 
information from the conference to indigenous peoples around the world would play 
an important role in facilitating their education and empowerment in relation to 
bioprospecting. Furthermore, he explained how these outcomes might influence the 
opportunities open to indigenous peoples in the international business community:
‘[Bioprospecting] is a new issue on the block and the more that Indigenous 
communities know about it, can understand it, the more we could possibly work 
together on it in developing common policy approaches in our respective 
countries ...From a business point o f view, I ’m interested in developing a global 
indigenous people ’s economy so we can start buying goods and services from other 
Indigenous communities around the world...There is a wonderful global market 
there and it ’s an indigenous one. ’
The desirability of indigenous peoples’ empowerment at an international level was a 
topic also considered by James West (economics professor from the United States). 
James highlighted the need for indigenous leadership in the world and for ‘more full 
participation’ of indigenous peoples in decision making on matters not only of local 
but global significance:
‘Their [the indigenous] voice needs to be added more fully to the consultation.... 
They [indigenous peoples] need to be given that opportunity for leadership to 
participate in the discussions and in the dialogue. ’
The importance of communicating information from the conference to audiences 
other than indigenous peoples was also discussed by two presenters. Inotoli 
Zhimomi (Naga scholar) highlighted the value of communicating outcomes of the 
conference to the international community at large, particularly so that the stance of 
indigenous peoples around the world who oppose bioprospecting might be known:
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7 think it’s good to let the community around the world know [about] some of the 
conversation that we have brought up, and especially [about] the indigenous voice -  
that we said “No [to bioprospecting]. This is wrong. ”
Similarly, the importance of communicating information from the conference to 
those involved in developing bioprospecting policies was addressed by Bevan 
Cassady (indigenous Australian academic):
‘...it is important... that what we’ve shared throughout the conference [is] given to 
educate, challenge, direct and guide those who sit in the corridors of politics and 
influence to allow not only for ... indigenous peoples ’ cultural survival but for ...the 
world ’s cultural survival and existence. ’
Likely effectiveness of a DVD documentary about the Indigenous Knowledge and 
Bioprospecting conference as a tool for communicating bioprospecting 
information from this event to indigenous communities
Summary
Nine presenters considered this question and all were in favour of making a DVD 
documentary about the conference available to indigenous communities, although 
the project was viewed with varying degrees of enthusiasm. Most respondents 
believed the effectiveness of the DVD project would be compromised by certain 
factors, the most significant of which was seen to be indigenous communities’ 
inaccessibility to DVD technology. Issues surrounding the acceptance of new 
technologies by indigenous communities were also discussed and one expert 
expressed a concern that the content of the DVD might be difficult for indigenous 
communities to fully understand. The visual nature of a DVD documentary was 
regarded as favourable for providing information to indigenous peoples, and the 
methods for communicating information from the conference to indigenous 
communities that were suggested as alternatives to the DVD documentary were 
based upon the oral transmission of information to indigenous peoples by persons 
known within the communities.
Thus, experts’ responses to this question have been organised according to the 
following themes:
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• Degrees of support
• Limitations of this tool
• Assets of this tool
• Suggested alternatives
Degrees o f support
Support for the DVD was most enthusiastically expressed with the comments ‘very 
wonderful’, (Celerina Balucan), ‘I think it’s great’ (Kim Courtenay), ‘a good idea’ 
(Inotoli Zhimomi, Marcelin Tonye Mahop), a ‘good way to go’ (Michael Davis) and 
‘helpful’ (Lindsay Mell). However, some respondents simply favoured use of the 
DVD documentary over not communicating any information from the conference to 
indigenous communities. For example, Ikechi Maduka Mgbeoji (intellectual 
property lawyer) evaluated the DVD documentary as ‘better than nothing’ because 
he supported doing ‘anything that can be done to make them [indigenous peoples] 
aware [about bioprospecting]’ but held concerns that this particular communication 
tool would be inaccessible to ‘a lot of indigenous people.’
Limitations o f this tool
Inaccessibility of the DVD documentary to a proportion of its intended audience was 
an issue addressed by many other presenters. They believed that many indigenous 
communities would be unable to view the DVD due to their lack of access to the 
technology required for its screening (Ikechi Maduka Mgbeoji, Michael Davis, 
Inotoli Zhimomi, Marcelin Tonye Mahop, Errol Douwes). DVD drives, television, 
computers and electricity were identified as DVD-related technology likely to be 
absent from many indigenous communities around the world (Inotoli Zhimomi, 
Marcelin Tonye Mahop).
Consideration of particular indigenous communities with which they were familiar - 
and the access these communities had to various levels of technology - formed the 
basis of some presenters’ responses. For instance, Inotoli Zhimomi (Naga scholar) 
said she was bearing in mind communities in Nagaland when she stated that she 
thought DVDs were inaccessible to people who live in rural areas:
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‘I ’m just thinking of my village people... How are they going to get this message? 
There’s no TV and electricity hardly comes and so...[the people] haven’t got 
technology to listen to it or to see it [the DVD] so I think there’s ...practical 
difficulties. ’
Similarly, Michael Davis (freelance consultant) referred to the inaccessibility to 
technology that was likely to apply to some indigenous communities in Australia 
with which he was familiar:
T know obviously a lot o f remote communities, certainly within Australia...may not 
have access to DVDs and remote technology. ’
In contrast, Kim Courtenay (horticulture academic) did not perceive such a barrier:
T think that modern methods o f communication are just making all that sort o f stuff 
[communicating with indigenous communities] a lot easier. ’
Manuka Henare (Maori senior business academic) was also ‘pro technology’. He 
encouraged use of the DVD documentary as planned and did not mention any 
factors which might limit its effectiveness:
‘I ’m pretty much open to using the technology ‘cause you’ll never know if it’s any 
good unless you try it out. ’
Manuka was also one of two presenters to address the issue of indigenous peoples’ 
acceptance of DVD technology in considering the likely effectiveness of the DVD 
documentary. He referred to the embracing of DVD technology by young 
Polynesian peoples:
‘All I know is, among the young people -  young Polynesians - DVDs are the latest 
technology. So our young people tell us. They ’re not afraid of the technology, for 
all its risks and dangers. ’
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Lindsay Mell (President of the United Nations Association in NSW) also considered 
the topic of indigenous peoples’ acceptance of DVD-related technology. Lindsay 
referred to the ‘intrusion’ of technology into indigenous communities and to a 
‘transition of...acceptance of technology’ which he thought to be relatively 
pronounced in indigenous communities and which he presumably believed would 
act to inhibit effectiveness of the DVD documentary.
Whether indigenous communities viewing the DVD documentary were likely to face 
difficulties in understanding its content was an issue touched upon by only one 
presenter. Errol Douwes (South African PhD scholar) implied that indigenous 
communities might be challenged to comprehend the entire documentary due to the 
complexity of much of the information that had been covered in presentations at the 
conference:
‘I t ’s hard to say whether they’ll... be able to understand everything that’s been said 
here. ’
Assets o f this tool
One aspect of the DVD documentary considered to potentially work in its favour in 
communicating information to indigenous communities was its visual nature. 
Michael Davis (consultant working to protect indigenous knowledge) extolled the 
value of communicating information visually to indigenous peoples for education 
purposes:
‘  ...visual information is a very powerful tool for raising awareness and education ’
For Celerina Balucan (Filipino researcher) the value of communicating via visual 
media to indigenous communities lay in the fact that ‘not all indigenous peoples 
could read’. She indicated that much information could be gained by indigenous 
peoples, from communication artefacts which could be ‘seen like a TV.’
Suggested alternatives
For communicating such information from the conference, the likely effectiveness 
of the DVD documentary - relative to other methods of communication - was a topic
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addressed by a few respondents. Marcelin Tonye Mahop (intellectual property 
lawyer from Cameroon) suggested that ‘other means of communication may be 
more useful or more appropriate’ for indigenous peoples but he did not specify 
which methods might better fulfil the intended role of the DVD documentary.
A number of potentially ‘helpful’ methods for disseminating information from the 
conference to indigenous communities were identified by Manuka Henare (Maori 
business academic), although he did not indicate the conditions under which each 
could be considered helpful:
‘...me any method that’s helpful to distribute information, vshether i t’s on a piece of 
paper, a book, someone speaking orally ...[or], these days, DVD.'
Two presenters identified more clearly, a method of communication which they 
belie/ed would prove superior to the DVD documentary for providing information 
to inligenous peoples from the conference. In both cases, oral communication of 
such information by persons known within indigenous communities was the 
alternative presented. Errol Douwes (South African PhD scholar) suggested this 
role might be filled by someone who has a ‘working relationship’ with the 
comnunity, who could ‘take some messages back’ to the people. A very similar 
opinion was expressed by Inotoli Zhimomi (Naga scholar) who saw the 
‘communicator’ as someone belonging to the community. She referred to the 
circunstances of her own community by way of example:
‘...my people have got me and I could...do that transmission through the oral 
tradiion. You know... these kinds of stories can be transmitted... to the people who 
can 'i have access to this [DVD related] technology ’.
The indings presented in this chapter are discussed in the next and final chapter of 
this aib-thesis.
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CHAPTER 5 - DISCUSSION
Overview
Bioprospecting is an important life-science industry to which indigenous 
communities can valuably contribute. This study was conducted to gain insights 
into the communication of bioprospecting information to indigenous communities 
by benefiting from the specialised knowledge of experts in the field of 
bioprospecting and indigenous people. These experts were presenters at the 2004 
Sydney international Indigenous Knowledge and Bioprospecting conference, who 
were asked for their perspectives on:
« how well informed particular groups of indigenous peoples are about 
bioprospecting,
• the importance of communicating information from the 2004 international 
Indigenous Knowledge and Bioprospecting forum to indigenous 
communities, and
• the likely effectiveness of a DVD documentary as a tool for communicating 
bioprospecting information from the Indigenous Knowledge and 
Bioprospecting forum to indigenous communities.
The major findings were:
• Only one expert made a definitive statement about how well informed a 
particular group of indigenous peoples were about bioprospecting; they were 
seen to be poorly informed on this topic. References were made to variation 
in bioprospecting knowledge between different tribes and between 
individuals within the same group of indigenous peoples. Numerous groups 
of indigenous peoples were considered to be varyingly informed on different 
aspects of the broad bioprospecting topic, being least knowledgeable about 
the legal, economic and technical aspects of bioprospecting. Related issues 
discussed included the difficulties faced by indigenous peoples in becoming 
familiar with an enterprise so suddenly arrived in their communities and so 
alien to their cultures.
• All experts believed that it was important to communicate information from 
the Indigenous Knowledge and Bioprospecting forum to indigenous
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communities. Reasons to share information from the conference with 
indigenous peoples identified by experts were associated with the assets of 
thiis particular event, the obligation to communicate, and the benefits of 
communicating. Disseminating information from the conference to broader 
society was also encouraged.
• Experts unanimously supported making a DVD documentary about the 
conference available to indigenous communities. However, it was believed 
that effectiveness of the DVD project would be limited by certain factors, 
including inaccessibility to and lack of acceptance of DVD technology in 
indigenous communities, and complexity of the content of the DVD. The 
visual nature of the DVD documentary was seen to work in its favour as a 
tool for communicating with indigenous peoples. Suggested alternative 
methods for communicating information from the conference to indigenous 
communities were based on the oral transmission of information to 
indigenous peoples by persons trusted by the communities.
Conclusions and recommendations
Bioprospecting awareness amongst the indigenous peoples with whom experts are 
familiar
Only one expert made a definitive statement about how well informed a group of 
indigenous peoples were about bioprospecting; the Cameroonian expert believed 
that the indigenous peoples of Cameroon have poor knowledge of bioprospecting. 
Comparing this finding with those of previous studies is made difficult by a lack of 
research on the bioprospecting awareness of particular indigenous peoples; the most 
closely related findings appear in reports such as the New Zealand Biodiversity 
Strategy (n.d.), in which poor awareness about biodiversity conservation issues was 
found amongst communities in New Zealand. This suggests that calls for 
bioprospecting awareness-raising amongst indigenous peoples in the literature (see 
Sharing the Benefits, 2003; Janke, 1998; Greer & Harvey, 2004) have resulted from 
indigenous peoples’ requests for more bioprospecting information and from 
observations that there has not been full and effective indigenous participation in 
bioprospecting discussions, rather than research amongst communities.
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Bioprospecting awareness was seen to be low amongst the indigenous peoples of 
Cameroon because the people only see need for gaining bioprospecting knowledge 
when approached by bioprospectors requesting their involvement in projects, which 
has presumably not been a frequent occurrence. McCrindle (2002) has pointed out 
that adult learning occurs on a ‘need-to-know’ basis, and the declaration of the 
Cameroonian expert in this study that an ‘issue of awareness raising’ surrounds the 
poor bioprospecting awareness of Cameroon’s indigenous peoples indicates his 
belief that even if a need to know about bioprospecting does not exist amongst these 
peoples today, it is likely to in the future. The only reasonable recommendation that 
can derive from this finding is that more in-depth research be conducted into the 
bioprospecting knowledge of groups of indigenous peoples who are seen to be 
poorly informed about bioprospecting, so that this information can be combined 
with biogeographical data to reveal which populations have real and urgent 
information needs in relation to bioprospecting and how these needs might best be 
met.
In retrospect, the fact that most presenters did not clearly state how well informed 
about bioprospecting they believed a particular group of indigenous peoples are is 
not wholly surprising. Summarising the variation in bioprospecting awareness that 
is likely to exist between communities and individuals within an indigenous group 
due to differences in political, economic, social and cultural factors would have 
presented a great challenge. Indeed, it was implied by the experts that inter-tribal 
variation in bioprospecting awareness existed in the Philippines, and differences in 
the knowledge of individuals within the same community existed in Nagaland. 
Additionally, it is conceivable that presenters also feared being held accountable for 
passing what others may consider to be an inaccurate judgement about the 
knowledge of particular indigenous groups. Such a concern may have been felt 
especially keenly by the experts interviewed for this research, who were confronted 
with a note-taking, video-recording researcher.
Three experts believed that the indigenous peoples they were considering were 
varyingly informed about different subject areas within the broad topic of 
bioprospecting. These peoples were thought to be particularly poorly informed 
about the legal, economic and ‘technical’ aspects of bioprospecting, with the latter
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category presumably including the scientific processes of this industry. Previously, 
authors have recommended that information be provided to indigenous peoples on 
these very aspects of bioprospecting, including the international treaties and 
conventions affecting bioprospecting (Janke, 1998; Fundacion Sociedades 
Sustentables (n.d.), legal issues surrounding access to genetic resources and the 
protection of indigenous knowledge (Fundacion Sociedades Sustentables (n.d.) and 
scientific information related to biodiversity use (Greer & Harvey, 2004). The fact 
that this study has shown that the same subject areas are still poorly understood by 
some indigenous peoples reinforces the need to make them the focal subjects for 
future bioprospecting awareness raising programs.
It can be inferred from the comments of two experts who highlighted the foreignness 
of bioprospecting to indigenous cultures and the fact that decision-making on this 
industry is non-indigenous controlled, that they thought it unreasonable to expect 
bioprospecting awareness amongst indigenous communities. Certainly, the idea that 
many aspects of modem bioprospecting are completely strange to indigenous 
cultures is not new, and Takeshita (2000, p. 558) discussed how a number of the 
concepts and practices central to bioprospecting are alien to indigenous cultures. 
Similarly, the observation that Western interests have dominated processes of 
decision-making on bioprospecting matters that affect indigenous peoples is well 
supported in the literature (Takeshita, 2000, p. 561; Dutfield, 2000). These experts’ 
remarks then serve as a reminder that since indigenous peoples have generally had 
little opportunity to become familiar with modem, Western bioprospecting, inquiries 
after their knowledge of this industry may be considered somewhat inappropriate by 
some.
Extrapolating what level of bioprospecting awareness is likely to exist amongst 
indigenous peoples worldwide from the findings of this study is, unfortunately, not 
feasible. The relatively small number of groups of indigenous peoples considered in 
this research, plus with the great diversity that exists between indigenous peoples 
worldwide render attempts to draw meaningful conclusions on this matter here 
futile. Nevertheless, this study has highlighted that concern about indigenous 
peoples’ bioprospecting awareness exists amongst international experts on these 
issues in 2004. Rather than using this information to urge the undertaking of a
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larger investigation into the bioprospecting knowledge of the world’s indigenous 
peoples collectively, it is more constructive to encourage detailed studies into the 
bioprospecting information needs of indigenous peoples within particular 
geographic regions to assist in the tailoring of awareness raising programs to meet 
the needs of the people in these areas.
Importance of communicating information from the Indigenous Knowledge and 
Bioprospecting/örww to indigenous communities
Experts unanimously believed it is important to communicate information from the 
conference to indigenous communities. The need for more bioprospecting 
information to be provided to indigenous communities has often been recognised 
(Swiderska, 2001; Laird, 2002, p. 191; Greer & Harvey, 2004), but experts’ recent 
reinforcement of the value of such communication lends critical support to the 
conference organisers’ decision to invest time, energy and resources into sharing 
information from the Indigenous Knowledge and Bioprospecting forum with 
indigenous communities. Additionally, the fact that some experts expressed that 
such information-sharing was the reason they attended the conference and was what 
made the event worthwhile can reveal to the organisers of future international 
bioprospecting fora that their participants are likely to view the dissemination of 
information to indigenous communities as critically important, if not essential.
It is clear from their responses that many experts considered the question of how 
important it is to communicate general bioprospecting information - rather than that 
specific to the Indigenous Knowledge and Bioprospecting conference - to 
communities. This is indicative of the importance and current topical nature of the 
larger communications issue. Despite authors of previous studies having articulated 
similar views, it must be remembered that because presenters at the Indigenous 
Knowledge and Bioprospecting conference were current specialists in the rapidly 
changing field of bioprospecting and indigenous peoples, their comments were 
expected to both carry particularly great weight and provide up-to-date insights into 
the matters raised. Thus, the conclusion to be drawn from the fact that these experts 
considered the communication of bioprospecting information - regardless of its 
source - to indigenous communities to be very important is that such information­
sharing remained an issue of key international importance in 2004.
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Experts who considered the importance of communicating information specifically 
from the Indigenous Knowledge and Bioprospecting conference to communities 
believed that two particular aspects of this event would contribute to its value as 
such an information source. The first was diversity - amongst speakers at the 
conference and the information and perspectives they shared - which organisers of 
the forum had strived to ensure. High indigenous, developing country and female 
representation had been encouraged by the forum’s organisers and it was intended 
that a broad range of subjects and issues related to the event’s theme would be 
discussed (C. Jones, personal communication, 19 February 2004; C. Jones, personal 
communication, 16 June 2004). Experts’ indication that bioprospecting information 
may be of greater value to indigenous communities if it contains representation of 
diverse groups, issues and perspectives is certainly worth considering when planning 
bioprospecting communications initiatives in the future.
The up-to-date nature of the Sydney forum was also identified as an asset of this 
event as an information source. One expert asserted that the information and 
legislation surrounding bioprospecting are constantly changing, and alluded to the 
difficulty faced by indigenous peoples in keeping abreast of these developments. 
Her observation is well supported in the literature; ten Kate (1995, p. 2) stated that 
the rules relating to access to biodiversity alone ‘are frequently unclear, inconsistent 
and change constantly’ and reference to ‘rapid’ and ‘frequent’ changes in 
regulations affecting the use of indigenous knowledge in bioprospecting was made 
in Call to Dialogue (2000). Thus, the expected benefits of communicating to 
indigenous communities, information from an event at which the most recent 
scientific, legal and political developments in bioprospecting have been discussed 
are clear, and the importance of distributing information from the 2004 conference 
to these communities - and doing so in a timely manner - is reinforced.
An obligation to undertake such communications was recognized by two presenters. 
If such information-sharing can be regarded as an effort to promote indigenous 
peoples’ participation in the conference, then the concept that there exists an 
obligation to undertake it is well supported in the literature, although authors have 
most often referred to indigenous peoples’ right to fully participate in decision-
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making on matters that affect them (Borraz, n.d.). The idea that information from 
international fora relevant to indigenous peoples should be made accessible to them 
raises a multitude of difficult questions, including ‘whose obligation is it to make the 
information accessible?’, ‘how should ‘accessible’ be defined?’ and ‘what 
information should be provided and in which languages?’. Whilst it is likely that 
corresponding one-size-fits-all solutions will never be developed, discussion on 
these points could lead to the development of minimum standards concerning the 
sharing of information from international fora addressing indigenous issues.
It is also important to consider one expert’s suggestion that disseminating 
information from discussions concerning indigenous peoples is less important than 
improving indigenous attendance at these events. The use of inappropriate venues 
and languages was seen by this expert as inhibitory to indigenous participation in 
such consultations, and whilst forum venues are seemingly neglected as a topic in 
the literature, it has been strongly argued that meetings and consultations addressing 
indigenous issues use languages that allow more indigenous involvement than just 
‘global languages like English and French’, and that awareness raising in indigenous 
communities occurs in the peoples’ own languages (Gupta, 2001; Alonso, 2003; 
Erdos, 1998). Using more indigenous-friendly venues and languages could thus 
improve indigenous attendance of and participation in bioprospecting discussions, 
and such direct involvement should logically be prioritised over sharing information 
from these events upon their conclusion.
Nevertheless, communicating information from the Indigenous Knowledge and 
Bioprospecting conference to communities was expected by experts to yield a range 
of important benefits. The most basic of these was hope for communities, which 
was also an outcome desired by conference organisers, who had expressed that 
sharing information from the event could ‘generate an optimism in the community 
level to respond to [bioprospecting] issues in a positive way’ (C. Jones, personal 
communication, 5 May 2004). Within the literature, heightened positive feelings - 
such as pride and confidence - amongst indigenous peoples have been associated 
with communities becoming more aware of the value of their own knowledge and 
biological resources (Shanley, 1996, p. 18; Gupta, 2001; Lawrence & Ambrose-Oji, 
2001). Consequently, it may prove valuable to ensure that bioprospecting
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information distributed to indigenous communities in the future emphasises the 
scientific and commercial value of the peoples’ biological resources and biodiversity 
knowledge.
Similarly, it was believed that indigenous communities receiving information from 
the Indigenous Knowledge and Bioprospecting forum would benefit from knowing 
that other people around the world were concerned about their plight in regards to 
bioprospecting. The expectation that feelings of ‘fellowship’ or solidarity amongst 
indigenous peoples would result from sharing information from the Sydney 
conference was also held by the event’s organisers (Jones, 2003). It is fair to say 
that from the perspective of a Western participant at the conference, particularly 
strong bonds did seem to form between the forum’s indigenous participants who, for 
example, addressed one another as ‘brother’ and ‘sister’. Perhaps then, there is good 
reason to suppose that as predicted, feelings of solidarity and unity amongst 
indigenous peoples could be transferred via communications from the Sydney 
conference - and other sources to which indigenous perspectives have been 
contributed - to indigenous communities.
The opportunity for indigenous communities to leam from the bioprospecting 
experiences of other communities was another benefit expected to result from 
sharing information from the conference. In particular, it was believed by one 
expert that much could be learned from those communities who had managed to 
successfully control or prevent bioprospecting within their territories. It is true that 
a number of presentations at the conference focused on the bioprospecting 
experiences of particular indigenous communities and peoples - including the 
Jawoyn, Maori and Naga people, and groups in the Philippines and the Americas - 
and these could offer valuable information to communities facing similar issues. 
‘Horizontal’ learning between communities on biodiversity and indigenous 
knowledge issues has been deemed important in previous studies (see Participation 
and Indigenous People, 1996; New Zealand Biodiversity Strategy, n.d.; Gupta, 
2001) and would very likely be facilitated by the sharing of information from fora 
with high indigenous participation, such as the event in Sydney.
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It was also believed by experts that information from the Sydney conference could 
allow indigenous communities to learn not only from other communities, but ‘what 
is happening in other parts of the world’. This, they argued, could help to empower 
indigenous communities and build their capacity to achieve more just outcomes 
from bioprospecting negotiations and drive bioprospecting-related markets. 
Certainly, communicating bioprospecting information to indigenous communities 
has frequently been linked to improved capacity of communities to fully participate 
in the development of bioprospecting legislation and contract negotiations, and 
authors have also speculated about the establishment of community-driven 
bioprospecting ventures (Sharing the benefits, 2003; Moran, 2000, p. 142; Erdos, 
1998). Indigenous peoples’ successes in achieving their own self-determined goals 
in respect to bioprospecting will no doubt depend, as indicated by the experts, on 
their receiving information about bioprospecting in a global context.
Communicating information from the Indigenous Knowledge and Bioprospecting 
forum to the wider society - and not just indigenous audiences - was also thought to 
be important by two experts, although they provided very different supporting 
arguments. One stressed the importance of sharing information from the event to ‘to 
educate, challenge direct and guide those who sit in the corridors of politics and 
influence’, whilst the other expressed a desire to widely communicate that 
indigenous peoples have ‘said “No” to bioprospecting’. Whilst not devaluing 
indigenous peoples’ right to say “No” to bioprospecting (Bioprospecting/Biopiracy, 
1994), it must be pointed out that the priority of future bioprospecting 
communications initiatives is likely to be to raise awareness about this industry, 
rather than convey messages about its acceptance by particular groups, and it will be 
critical that widely disseminated bioprospecting information be neutral and objective 
so that recipients can choose paths that enhance their own development goals (State 
of the World’s Forests, 2003; Rosenthal, 2003).
Likely effectiveness of a DVD documentary about the Indigenous Knowledge and 
Bioprospecting forum as a tool for communicating bioprospecting information 
from this event to indigenous communities
All experts considering this topic supported the idea of providing a DVD 
documentary about the conference to indigenous communities. However, given that
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most presenters also identified at least one way in which they thought the 
effectiveness of this project would be compromised, it seems likely that many 
experts supported the project simply in preference to not sharing information from 
the conference with communities at all. Given that the audio-visual material for the 
conference documentary was collected before the interviews for this study were 
completed, and that production of the documentary was under-way before the 
findings of this study were revealed, insights gained from experts’ responses to this 
question will not be presented to the documentary’s producers to affect change of 
this project, but as recommendations for future, similar communications efforts.
Lack of access to DVD related technology was the factor that experts most 
frequently cited as likely to work against this tool’s effectiveness. Whilst some 
presenters referred to low levels of technology in the indigenous communities with 
which they were familiar, others considered the technology likely to be available to 
indigenous communities around the world and expressed concerns that at least a 
proportion of these would not have the capacity to view DVDs. Certainly, ‘useful, 
new technology’ is particularly unavailable to indigenous communities in rural areas 
of developing countries (State of the World’s Forests, 2003), although Alonso 
(2003) emphasised the great importance of indigenous media such as radio, 
television and videos within many communities. Variation in technology available 
to indigenous communities is clearly near impossible to factor into the dissemination 
of information on a global scale. However, new technology has been recognised as 
a powerful tool for sharing information with indigenous communities - particularly 
when used in combination with traditional forms of communication - and is 
expected to play an important role in future bioprospecting communications 
(Alonso, 2003; State of the World’s Forests, 2003).
Closely related to the question of accessibility of new technologies is the issue of 
their acceptance by indigenous communities, which was also raised by the experts in 
this study. One presenter commented that DVD technology was well accepted 
amongst the indigenous peoples with whom he was familiar, and so fully supported 
its use. However, another expressed concern that acceptance of such technology 
may not be so widespread in indigenous communities, which could limit 
effectiveness of the DVD documentary. Meyer (2002) explained that acceptance of
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information by indigenous communities is facilitated when communications 
mechanisms with which the target group is familiar are used. Thus, the lesson for 
the future providers of bioprospecting information to communities is to determine 
what methods of communication are preferred by the target audience before 
deciding which media to use in their projects.
Another aspect of the DVD documentary about which experts were concerned was 
the complexity of its contents, as it was questioned whether the target audience 
would fully understand the information presented. So that such a comment is not 
misinterpreted as a slight upon indigenous peoples, it should be pointed out that 
authors of bioprospecting studies have determinedly attempted to convey the 
extraordinary complexity of bioprospecting issues (Day-Rubenstein and Frisvold, 
2001; ten Kate 1995, p. 2) and it has been remarked that some aspects of 
bioprospecting are ‘at least as complicated technically, politically and ethically as is 
biomedical research with human subjects’ (Rosenthal, 2003). Means of making 
complex information more digestible to lay audiences include simplifying and 
breaking down information into small pieces that can be assimilated, and passing on 
only a few new concepts at a time (Swiderska, 2001; McCrindle, 2002) - methods 
which would presumably prove valuable in the communication of complex 
bioprospecting information to communities.
Working in favour of the DVD documentary as a communication tool was its visual 
nature, according to two experts. Visual forms of communication - including body 
language, dances, demonstrations, and painted and printed images - are well known 
to be important in indigenous knowledge systems, which involve the use of 
remarkably sharp observation abilities (Meyer, 2002). The importance of including 
visual information when sharing information cross-culturally with indigenous 
communities has been frequently acknowledged (McCrindle, 2002; Alonso, 2003; 
Meyer, 2002), and in the case of the DVD documentary, body language - which 
plays an important role in adding meaning within particular situations (Meyer, 2002) 
- would be expected to facilitate the communication of messages expressed orally by 
presenters. In providing both audio and visual information to its viewers, the DVD 
documentary offers advantages over many other media and this type of tool should
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be considered potentially valuable for sharing bioprospecting information with 
communities.
The two alternative methods of communicating information from the conference to 
communities that were suggested by experts both involve the oral transmission of 
information from the event by a person trusted by the community. This idea is very 
consistent with the literature; it is well accepted that indigenous cultures have an 
oral tradition (McCrindle, 2002; Erdos, 1998; Alsonso, 2003), and face-to-face 
communication is probably the most important way of transferring information 
within indigenous communities (Meyer, 2002). It is also well known that people are 
more likely to accept information from someone they trust, and a trusting 
relationship between the providers of information and its potential users in 
indigenous communities is considered essential (Participation and indigenous 
Peoples, 1996; Meyer, 2002; Emery, 2002). It follows then, that face-to-face 
contact between communicators - who should be known to and trusted by the 
community - and indigenous community members should be maximised in future 
bioprospecting awareness-rasing programs.
Thus, the recommendations of this study are to:
1. Communicate relevant bioprospecting information from international 
conferences - and other useful sources - to indigenous communities, but 
prioritise increasing indigenous attendance at these events by using venues 
and languages that are conducive to indigenous participation.
2. Develop minimum standards for sharing information from bioprospecting 
fora that affect indigenous peoples.
3. Ensure that bioprospecting information provided to indigenous communities:
a) meets the information needs of the people in terms of the topics covered,
b) presents diverse issues and perspectives, c) emphasises the value of 
indigenous resources and knowledge to bioprospecting, and d) is 
appropriately complex in content and in a language understood by the target 
audience.
4. Combine appropriate new technologies with traditional forms of 
communication when sharing bioprospecting information with indigenous
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communities, using visual media and face to face communication wherever 
possible.
Limitations
The size and scope of this project were limited so as to define a manageable sub­
thesis. Relatively few interviews were conducted and interview questions covered a 
modest range of issues relevant to the communication of bioprospecting information 
from a single, although unique and important, international event. Additionally, 
despite the great weight that the opinions of interviewees - who were experts in 
bioprospecting and indigenous peoples issues - was seen to carry, it is recognised 
that the insights gained in this study illuminate only a fraction of the ‘big picture’ of 
communicating bioprospecting information to indigenous communities.
Future research
There are numerous possibilities for future research stemming from the findings of 
this study. In-depth investigations could be carried out amongst those peoples found 
in this study to have either poor bioprospecting awareness or poor knowledge of 
particular bioprospecting topics, to assist communicators in tailoring awareness­
raising campaigns to these communities’ bioprospecting information needs. 
Assessments of bioprospecting awareness amongst the indigenous communities of a 
wider range of geographical regions - but especially those rich in biodiversity - 
could provide information useful for prioritising areas for bioprospecting awareness­
raising campaigns. Similarly, investigations into the type of media and tools 
preferred by target communities for receiving bioprospecting information could 
contribute to the success of future campaigns, whilst it would also prove rewarding 
to examine the experiences of communities previously involved in bioprospecting, 
to leam about the types of bioprospecting information that have been of use to 
indigenous peoples in real life bioprospecting negotiations and decision-making.
Despite almost two years having passed since the Indigenous Knowledge and 
Bioprospecting conference, consulting with communities which received 
informaticn from the forum via the DVD documentary or another medium may still 
yield valuable data. Indeed, investigations carried out at the community level - into 
the effectiveness of media employed by the conference organisers in communicating
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bioprospecting information to communities, and into the value of the received 
information to the communities - could lead to enhanced future efforts to share 
relevant information from bioprospecting discussions and consultations with 
indigenous communities.
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Postscript
Since the 2004 Indigenous Knowledge and Bioprospecting forum, issues 
surrounding the use of indigenous peoples' resources and knowledge in 
bioprospecting have remained topical in the international arena. The following list 
of recent debates and events demonstrates the importance of these issues - and of 
communicating information relevant to them - in 2006.
January 2006
Levels of concern amongst the indigenous peoples of the Northern 
Territory were raised after the Northern Territory government 
introduced new legislation to regulate biotechnology companies, 
which would open the door to pharmaceutical companies wanting to 
find commercially valuable natural resources in the Territory (Govt 
unveils new 'bioprospecting'policy, 2006).
Expert Seminar, Indigenous Peoples ’ Sovereignty over Natural 
Resources and on their Relationship to Land held in Geneva, 
Switzerland (Indigenous peoples’ sovereignty, 2006).
Native Hawaiians demand that the University of Hawaii relinquish 
three patents over the native and traditionally sacred taro plant (Elias, 
2006).
February 2006
International dialogue, Environment Canada - Assembly o f First 
Nations Indigenous International Dialogue: Perspectives on Genetic 
Resources and Traditional Knowledge, held on the traditional 
territory of the Tsleil-Waututh Nation in Burrard Inlet, North 
Vancouver, Canada (Indigenous experts on biodiversity issues, 
2006).
Debate was sparked by an article by Namibian biology lecturer, 
Kazhila Chinsembu (2006), which urged African science to better
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control the use of African natural resources and indigenous 
knowledge by other nations.
March 2006
An Intellectual Property and Indigenous Peoples conference, which 
addressed issues related to the use of indigenous peoples’ 
biodiversity knowledge was held at Rutgers University in New 
Brunswick (Intellectual Property and Indigenous Peoples, 2006).
Captain Hook Awards for Biopiracy, which recognise 
extreme and egregious acts of biopiracy, were awarded by the 
Coalition Against Biopiracy at the eighth Conference of the Parties to 
the Convention on Biological Diversity in Curitiba, Brazil (Captain 
Hook Awards for Biopiracy, 2006).
Payment for the use of traditional knowledge was opposed by Via 
Campesina, the international small farmers' and peasant movement, 
who rejected it as a means to ‘merchandise’ indigenous knowledge 
and exploit its holders, at the eighth Conference of the Parties to the 
Convention on Biological Diversity in Curitiba, Brazil (Peasants Say 
‘No’ to Selling Traditional Knowledge, 2006).
More than 40 indigenous leaders of potato farming communities in 
Peru requested agribusiness, Syngenta International, to abandon its 
patent on terminator technology to control sprouting potatoes, which 
could ‘put at risk’ more than 3 000 potato varieties in the region 
(Disown Patent on "Terminator" Potato, Indigenous Farmers Tell 
Business Leader, 2006).
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